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NAPOLEON III AND THE SPANISH REVOLUTION OF 1868 

WILLARD A. SMITH 

I 

URING the last two years of the 
reign of Napoleon III, the gov- 
ernment of France pursued an 

interventionist policy in Spain, in part to 
avoid dangers to Napoleon’s regime 
arising from the Spanish revolution, but 
more particularly to strengthen its own 
position in case of conflict with Prussia 
by attempting to assure a government in 
Spain that would be either actively 
friendly or at least so ineffective as to re- 
lieve France of any anxiety. From Sep- 
tember 1868, when a monarchist-repub- 
lican coalition overturned the govern- 
ment of Isabel II, until the outbreak of 

the Franco-Prussian War ‘n July 1870, 
France maneuvered aggressively to influ- 
ence the turn of events in Spain in her 
own interest, only in the end to be com- 
pletely frustrated by Prussia’s successful 
promotion of Leopold of Hohenzollern as 
candidate for the vacant Spanish throne. 

France’s special interest in Spanish 
affairs antedated the 1868 revolution by 
several years.’ The tension after Sadowa 

' For a detailed analysis of French-Spanish rela- 
tions on the eve of the Spanish revolution, of which 
this introductory statement is a summary, see the 
writer’s article, ‘‘The diplomatic background of the 

Spanish revolution of 1868,’’ Historian, XIII (1951), 

130-53. 

between France arid Bismarckian Ger- 
many lent to Spain an exceptional im- 
portance which ultimately crystallized in 
the Hohenzollern candidacy. France 
could not suffer a member of the Prussian 
ruling house to occupy the Spanish 
throne. She was even more concerned 
with assuring that during war in the east 
she could be free of complications on her 
southwestern border and of any obstacle 
to the free movement of her fleet be- 
tween the Mediterranean and her At- 
lantic and Channel ports. Napoleon’s 
government was the more anxious for 

security in Spain because elsewhere the 
evolution of European diplomacy had 
tended toward the isolation of France. 
As the realization grew that war with 
Prussia might come, the emperor’s 
statesmen could not afford to overlook 
any move that might strengthen France’s 
international position or secure for her 
an ally.? 

A Spanish alliance was out of the 
question before 1868, largely because of 
the instability of the country and the 
nature of Isabel’s government. Napoleon 
was averse to any commitments with the 

? Pierre DE LA Gorce, Histoire du Second Empire 
(Paris, 1904), V, 301-3, and VI, 149-53; Emile 

OLiivier, L’Empire libéral (Paris, 1895-1918), XI, 

558-60. 
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ultramontane queen which would tie his 
hands in dealing with the papal prob- 
lem. On occasion he had not concealed 
his disapproval of Isabel’s reactionary 
policy. However, these considerations 
were not enough to prevent the main- 

tenance of cordial relations between the 
two governments, despite the dislike at 
Madrid for Napoleon’s part in the uni- 
fication of Italy and the resultant losses 
suffered both by the papacy and by the 
Neapolitan Bourbons. Madrid had to be 
cautious lest an offended French govern- 

ment relax its surveillance of the frontier 
and permit the free passage of Carlists 
and other revolutionary elements 

through the Pyrenees. V'rance was a 
favorite refuge for political exiles from 
Spain; an unco-operative French govern- 

ment could cause serious difficulties for a 
regime in Spain that it chose to harass.* 

Other factors entered into the rela- 
tionship between Napoleon and Isabel. 
Spanish conservatives for more than a 
generation had shown a tendency to seek 
rapport with France, in contrast to the 
liberals, who turned rather toward Eng- 
land. The ruling elements in Madrid had 

in common with the Bonapartists a 
Catholic, conservative interest. The mu- 

tual efforts of both governments to quell 
the republican dangers so evident in 
Italy and elsewhere offered a further 
bond. The opposition to the Bourbon 
regime, however, looked to France with 

less sympathetic eyes. The memory of 
the first Napoleon was vivid in the na- 
tion’s history, and no liberal had for- 
gotten that French troops had kept 
Ferdinand VII on his throne in 1823. 
The republicans branded Napoleon III 

3’ Usedom to Bismarck, Oct. 7, 1868, Historische 

Reichskommission, Die auswartige Politik Preussens, 

1858-1871, ed. A. O. Meyer (Berlin, 1932-39) 

(hereaftet cited as ‘‘APP’’), X, 217; Ovtivirr, XI, 
35, 59; Jéronimo Brecker, Relaciones exieriores de 
Espatia (Madrid, 1924-26), I, 661, 688-89. 
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the blackest among European monarchs, 
perhaps because they considered him a 
renegade. There was also some jealousy 

between the two Latin nations and a 
ready resentment among Spaniards at 
the imposing weight which their powerful 
neighbor bore in their political, as well as 
their intellectual, life. 

French diplomacy was aware of the 
caution it must use lest Spanish sensibili- 
ties be offended and was content with the 
assurance that the government of Isabel 
II had nothing to gain and much to lose 
from an anti-French attitude. The op- 
position to the queen, however, was 
ipso facto anti-l’rench, and an uncertain 
alternative, should they succeed in up- 
setting her throne.‘ As long as Isabel re- 

mained, the French could count on her 
dislike for Prussia. The queen was 
alarmed at the expansion of Protestant 
power and the expulsion of legitimate 
sovereigns from their thrones in Ger- 
many and Italy; Bismarck was fully 
conscious of the value to France of this 
factor during the strained years that 
followed Sadowa. Spanish interests were 
opposed to those of the Prussian state on 
nearly every aspect of European politics, 
and little love was lost between the two 
governments. Their differences, aside 

from the immediate question of French 
security on the Pyrenees frontier, hinged 
principally on the papal question and its 
ramifications. Prussia could exercise little 
influence at Madrid or derive any ad- 

‘The coalition which accomplished the revolu- 
tion and governed Spain afterward was composed of 
four main groups, of which the Liberal Union, 

headed by Serrano, and the Progressists, under 
Prim, were the most important. Both favored con- 
stitutional monarchy, but the Liberal Union was by 
far the more conservative of the two. The third ele- 
ment in the coalition was the Democrat party, 

which was nearly republican in sentiment. Spain’s 
various republicans were the fourth element. They 
were a thorn in the side of the royalist provisional 
government after the revolution was accomplished 
and their aid no longer needed or wanted. 
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vantage from Spain’s strategic position 
vis-d-vis France, as long as the clerical 
party centering in Isabel II controlled 
the country. 

It was small wonder that German 
diplomats lost no sleep over the growing 
weakness of the Bourbon regime and that 
Berlin was accused, particularly in 
France, of secret support of the Orleanist 
Duke of Montpensier® and other Spanish 
malcontents. Prussian interest in Spain 
was simply to seek a check on France. As 
the revolutionary coalition during 1868 
drew closer to action, it appeared that 
the balance in Spain would inevitably 
turn to the disadvantage of France. The 

Prussian government, like the Italian, 
waited almost impatiently for news of 
the revolution that everyone sensed was 
coming. When the news came of the 

September uprising and the flight of the 
queen to France, everyone recognized 

that Napoleon III’s government was the 
most deeply affected. The real interna- 
tional significance of the Spanish revolu- 
tion and its course during the succeeding 

two years was its bearing on France and 
her current problems, internal and ex- 

ternal. As France’s diplomatic duel with 
Prussia approached its climax and the 
“liberal empire” made halting efforts to 
bolster a regime that sensed ever more 

keenly its decline and the rising potency 
of its enemies, it was inevitable that 

France should take the initiative in 
molding events in Spain in her favor. 

Curiously enough, Napoleon’s attitude 
toward Spain on the very eve of the 
revolution, of which he had certain fore- 
knowledge and which could be of such 

moment to I’rance, was characterized by 
the tergiversation, the hesitance, the in- 

decision, that were typical of his later 
years.® One has the impression that he 

5 See below, Sec. ITI. 

6 La Gorce, V, 494-96, and VI, 125-28. 
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both welcomed and shunned the friend- 
ship of Isabel, both courted and feared 
the impending attempt against her 
throne. If her regime was not wholly 
satisfactory for his calculations, the al- 
ternatives were too uncertain to be faced 
with equanimity. He adopted a particu- 
lar wariness during the summer of 1868, 

explicable by a desire to avoid the ap- 
pearance of interference with Spain’s 
internal crisis and the risk of provoking 
further criticism at home from those who 
deplored his foreign policy. 

This was one of the reasons for his 
avoidance of a visit which the Spanish 
royal family had planned to pay him at 
San Sebastian in mid-September. Mer- 
cier de l’Ostende, French ambassador at 
Madrid, had made futile efforts to pre- 
vent the meeting, in the fear that it 

might create misleading impressions and 

cause unfavorable comment. There were 
unfriendly speculations when the em- 
peror went to Biarritz, where he abruptly 
declined the invitation at the last mo- 
ment when the revolt broke out at 
Cadiz on September 18.’ But the damage 
Napoleon had sought to avoid was done. 
Speculation had conjured up an agree- 
ment between the two countries in sup- 
port of the papacy; Napoleon’s troops 
were to be replaced at Rome by a Span- 
ish garrison.* The pro-Italian faction in 
France was suspicious, and the affair 
only further annoyed the Italians, whose 

7Ouiivier, XI, 60; Richard Fester, Neue 

Beitrige sur Geschichte der Hohensollernschen 

Thronkandidatur in Spanien (Leipzig, 1913), pp. 65 

66. ‘There is nothing concerning this episode in the 

official French diplomatic series: FRANCE, Ministére 
des affaires étrangéres, Les Origines diplomatiques de 

la guerre de 1870-1871 (Paris, 1910-32) (hereinafter 

cited as ‘‘O.D.’’); either existing documents were not 

published, or Napoleon handled his correspondence 
with Mercier privately. 

8 Oiutvier, XI, 28-29; Oskar MEDING, Memoiren 

sur Zeilgeschichle (Leipzig, 1884), III, 360-63; Solms 

to Bismarck, Sept. 26, 1868, APP, X, 202-3. 
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waning friendship Napoleon was trying 
so indefatigably to retain.® 

Prior to the revolution, any amicable 
gesture toward Isabel risked alienating 
the opposition within Spain, whose ill 
will it was indiscreet to incur in the light 
of the uncertain future. With character- 
istic disingenuousness, Napoleon had 
tried to keep favor in both camps, blow- 
ing now hot, now cold, toward the revo- 
lutionary exiles who chose France for 
their domicile when imperial policy al- 
lowed it. During the summer of 1868 the 

French police made no pretense of exer- 
cising vigilance over the movements of 
Spanish insurgents.’? Whereas in 1867 
Prim, by now the principal conspirator, 
had been forced to flee to Switzerland 
and had subsequently set up his head- 
quarters in Brussels because of the atti- 
tude of the French government, in 
August 1868 he received official permis- 
sion to take the cure at Vichy, where 
French agents could observe the bustle of 

activity that presaged the coup in Spain. 
When Prim suddenly left Vichy and 
passed through Paris on his way to Lon- 
don for the final preparations, he was met 
at the station by La Valette, recently 
secretary for foreign affairs, who ex- 
pressed meaningful surprise at the brev- 
ity of Prim’s stay at Vichy and blandly 
asked if it meant that the long-awaited 
revolution was now to occur. If so, let it 

come; the emperor would remain neutral 
unless Spain should crown the Duke of 
Montpensier or become a republic!" 

Accurate or not, this statement fur- 

nishes the clue to French policy toward 

La Gorce, V, 309-10. The emperor met Isabel 

only when she crossed the frontier in flight and ac- 
cepted his offer of a temporary residence at Pau. 

10 Antonio Prrata, Historia contempordnea (Ma- 

drid, 1875-80), III, 185. 

1 OviivieR, XI, 46-47. Ollivier got the account 

from Spanish sources and was not certain of its 
accuracy. 
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Spain during the next two years. France 
would not permit an Orleanist king or a 
republic in Spain. Thus she opposed 
Montpensier and republicanism consist- 
ently and wholeheartedly. On the other 
hand, Napoleon had a favored candidate 
in Alfonso, young son of Isabel. Since 
time was necessary if the Spanish were to 
be persuaded to accept Alfonso, it be- 
came French policy also to prevent by 
any available means, secret or open, 
direct or indirect, the acceptance of the 

throne by other proposed candidates, 
Portuguese, Italian, or German. This 
study will examine in turn each of these 
aspects of French intervention. 

II 

There is reason to believe that when it 
became evident more than a year before 
the September revolution that Isabel, 
who had disgusted the emperor by her 
incapacity, could not much longer retain 
her throne, Napoleon had decided that 
French interests in Spain might best be 
served by the accession of the crown 
prince under a regency.’* The Empress 
Eugénie spoke strongly in favor of sucha 
regime to a Montpensierist partisan who 
sought her views in January 1868." 
After the revolution the conviction grew 
that only a restoration of the Bourbon 
monarchy, freed of Isabel’s incompe- 
tence, could assure a government sym- 
pathetic to Napoleon’s interests. There 
were moments during the next two years 
when, in the face of Spanish aversion to 
the perils of a regency, Paris favored the 

2 Hoyos to Beust, Oct. 7, 1868, Hermann 

ONCKEN, Die Rheinpolitik Kaiser Napoleons III von 
1863 bis 1870 und der Ursprung des Krieges von 

1870/71 (Berlin, 1926), III, 38-39; Usedom to 

Bismarck, Oct. 7, 1868, APP, X, 217; D. Ildefonso 
Antonio Bermejo, Historia de la interinidad y 

guerra civil en Espana desde 1868 (Madrid, 1875-77), 

I, 60-61. 

13 BerRMEJO, I, 60-61. 
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return of Isabel herself, trusting that the 

revolutionary episode would have chas- 
tened her intemperance and prepared the 
country as well for a happy reconcilia- 
tion. Such a project, however, was totally 
unfeasible. The revolution could not 
voluntarily make such a complete re- 
versal, and there were no counterrevolu- 
tionary factions strong enough to force 

its hand. The prospects of an Alfonsist 
regency were somewhat better, though 
events were to prove that impossible un- 
til more than four years after Napoleon 
himself had lost his crown. Nonetheless, 
the French regime bent its efforts in that 

direction, exerting direct and indirect 

pressure on the provisional government 
and on elements outside the government. 

France was under suspicion of blocking 
Spain’s efforts at finding a monarch else- 
where than within the exiled family, as 
well as of using her influence to prolong 

the interim state of affairs with the goal 
of forcing the nation at long last to turn 

to a regime that would please her neigh- 
bor. While the intensity varied with 
which that policy was applied, there is no 
doubt of the persistence with which 
Napoleon sought to promote the return 
of the Bourbons. 

He seemed occasionally to drop that 
objective in his estimate of the Portu- 
guese and Italian candidacies that were 
worked over during 1869 and 1870.'4 On 

these occasions, however, his apparent 
change of policy was due to obstacles in 
the way of a return of the legitimate 
family, or it was a ruse to disguise his 
maneuvers of the moment. Eventually, 
when all seemed to go counter to French 

desires, it became Napoleon’s policy so 
to embroil affairs in Spain that, in case 
war should involve France, her neighbor 
would be impotent. His game had to be 
played with circumspection because 

14 See below, Secs. IV and V. 
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Spaniards exhibited a violent distaste for 
any meddling by France.” This feeling 
was so strong that, as the knowing Don 
Eusebio de Salazar wrote to Baron von 
Werthern in Germany during the plan- 
ning of the Hohenzollern candidacy, the 
French ‘‘dare not oppose public opinion 
openly, because the Spanish would be- 
come idolatrous of a foreign prince if he 
were contested by France.’’® Conversely, 

the suspicion of foreign support for a 
candidacy was sufficient to risk its re- 
pudiation, or at best to cause serious em- 
barrassment for its adherents, particu- 
larly if the real or suspected sponsor was 
France. 

It may be taken as symbolic that the 
personal relations between the Tuileries 
and the Basilewsky palace, where Isabel 
took up residence in Paris, were most 
cordial. The Spanish queen visited the 
empress often, and the Prince of Asturias 

became the frequent companion of the 
young French crown prince, who gave 

his own youthful interpretation to his 
parents’ thoughts by promising Alfonso 
that he would help restore his throne.”” 
Eugénie’s Spanish origin gave her a 

special interest in Iberian affairs, and she 
was kept informed of changes in the po- 
litical climate by well-placed friends.'* 

1 OriivierR, XI, 65. 

16 FesTER, pp. 38-39; Kinc Cuarces I of Ru- 
mania, Aus dem Leben Konig Karls von Rumanien 

(Stuttgart, 1894), IT, 62. 

17Mepinc, III, 366; Lupwic Frerpinanp of 

Bavaria, Through four revolutions, trans. Emma 

De taney (London, 1933), pp. 12-15. 

18 One instance of the interlocking character of 

intelligence systems and informants is worth noting. 

The house chaplain of the empress, Abbé Bauer, 
was a converted Jew, whose brother, in partnership 

with Weisweiller, was the Rothschild representative 
in Madrid. The two bankers were on the payroll of 
the British embassy as informants and were also the 

friends and bankers of Bernhardi, one of Bismarck’s 

agents in Spain in 1869 and 1870 (Theodor von 

BERNHARDI, Aus dem Leben Theodor von Bernhardis 

{Leipzig, 1901-6], IX, 55-56; Layard to Granville, 
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The salon of her mother, Countess Mon- 
tijo, reputed to be one of the few intel- 
ligent women in Madrid society, was a 

collecting point for information and a 
convenient channel for the dissemination 
of suggestions from Paris.!* 

European diplomats had speculated on 
Napoleon’s reactions to the loss of his 
potential ally across the Pyrenees. They 
soon learned of his covert but persistent 
encouragement of the Bourbon adherents 

and of his discreet service to their cause, 

forlorn though it appeared. He had ad- 
vised Isabel at the time of her flight from 

Spain to return to Madrid and place her- 
self at the head of her royal troops.”° He 
continued to give advice during her 

exile, though her inept and tendentious 
following at Paris and in Spain often led 
him to despair of accomplishing anything 
through them. The only material he had 
in Spain to work with at the beginning 
were the people of the old court, the 
greater part of the nobility and clergy, 
and the Moderates, the party of Marshal 
Narvaez and Gonzalez Bravo, hated by 
all who supported the revolution and dis- 
credited by the collapse of their regime 
and by the hopes they placed in France 
for re-establishing Alfonso. The pro- 

Nov. 29, 1872, F.O. 72/1313, No. 371; Walsham to 

Derby, July 6, 1875, F.O. 72/1411, No. 491; the fore- 

going and subsequent references to British diplo- 
matic correspondence are to the Foreign Office files 
in the Public Record Office in London. F.O. 72 
covers correspondence from Madrid, F.O. 185 com- 
munications from London to Madrid). 

'9 Richard Fester, ‘‘Bismarck und die Hohen- 

zollernsche Thronkandidatur in Spanien,’’ Deutsche 

Rundschau, CX (1909), 29. 

20 Hoyos to Beust, Oct. 8, 1868, ONcKEN, III, 38. 

2 The papacy appears to have divided its favor 
between the Alfonsists and the Carlists, depending 

on which faction seemed most likely to succeed. 

Cardinal Antonelli was reported by a British diplo- 
mat to be ‘‘decidedly Alfonsist’’ and to have said in 

1874 that ‘‘more practical benefit might be expected 
to result from the accession of [Alfonso] than from 

any other solution of the Spanish question’’ (Herries 
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Bourbon nobility was split between the 
Tsabelinos, those who yearned for the 
restoration of their old position at court, 
and the Alfonsinos, repelled by the for- 
mer regime or eager to establish a place in 
a new one.” 

The French argument, as prepared in 
sugar-coated style for Spanish consump- 
tion, is cited in Ollivier’s memoirs: ‘‘Na- 

poleon, in a somewhat prophetic glance, 
saw the only possible solution and knew 
that in default of Isabel, whose fall ap- 
peared to him irrevocable, the best candi- 
date was her son. . . . Napoleon did not 
think wise the contrivance of creating a 

new king and increasing by one more the 

already too numerous parties in Spain; 
the former dynasty appeared to him the 
best guarantee of the monarchical prin- 
ciple.” In a letter to Mercier patently 
intended for publication Napoleon wrote: 

The revolution has cried “down with the 

Bourbons!”’ Yet there is a party supported by 

Montpensier money that works for him. If he is 

elected by the Spanish nation, we shall have 

nothing to say. But before that event occurs, if 

it must ever, we insist on giving our opinion. 

Montpensier is a bad choice. If Spain could 

support a republic without compromising her 

to Derby, Aug. 28, 1874, enclosure in Derby to 
MacDonell, Sept. 19, 1874, F.O. 185/557, No. 332). 

Serrano’s government in the summer of 1874 made 

an effort to improve relations with the papacy in 
order to be able to enlist the aid of the clergy against 

the Carlists. The most influential prelates favored 
Don Carlos over Alfonso (MacDonell to Derby, 

Aug. 31, 1874, F.O. 72/1369, No. 87; Layard to 
Derby, Jan. 18, 1875, F.O. 72/1406, No. 94). When 

the papacy delayed sending a nuncio to Madrid 
after Alfonso’s enthronement in 1875, Layard re- 

ported: ‘‘There is every reason to believe it is be- 
cause of the Carlist victories recently, the pope 
deliberately waiting to see whether Don Carlos 
doesn’t really have a chance of winning’’ (Layard to 

Derby, Mar. 6, 1875, F.O. 72/1408, No. 270). 

® Mercier to Tour d’Auvergne, Oct. 8, 1869, 
O.D., XXV, 313-16; Metternich to Beust, July 8, 

1870, Das Staatsarchiv, ed. L. K. Agcipt and A. 

KravHotp (Hamburg, 1868 ——-), XIX (1870), 

301; BERNHARDI, LX, 50-51; Menino, IIT, 363. 

23 OLLIVIER, XI, 63. 
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national unity, it would be the best thing to do, 

for it would give her time for her political educa- 

tion. But since a republic is not possible, any- 
thing that most approaches it seems to us most 

profitable. Now hazard has given a young 
prince, the prince of Asturias, on whose head 

rest the rights of the monarchy. He is of an age 

when his personal opinions cannot count, and 

can be brought up with modern views far from 

flatterers and intrigues. His age permits a 

regency, which would probably be held by those 

men who have pledged most to the revolution. 

For seven or eight years this regime would re- 
semble a_ republic agents could be 

changed by vote of the cortes and the prince 
would be only a child occupying a post that no 

ambitious person could pretend to.*4 

whose 

The letter is adroit in flattering the 
monarchists and the provisional govern- 
ment while paying lip service to anti- 
Bourbon sentiment. Montpensier is dis- 
posed of openly, and a backhanded com- 
pliment given to the republicans. It at- 
tempts to answer the objections to a 
minority king while carefully skirting 

French interest in the several issues. 
Only a naive observer, however, would 
be deceived by the camouflage of such 
arguments, for the actual sources of 
French concern with the Spanish prob- 
lem were too well known. 

If the restoration of Alfonso were to 
become possible, the assent of at least 
some of the figures who dominated the 

destinies of Spain at the moment must 
be secured. The emperor aimed at the top 
—Prim. In February 1869 a Spaniard 
close to Prim was intrusted with convey- 
ing the suggestion that he could be the 
first man in Spain if he wished. France 
would discard Isabel, back Alfonso to the 

full, and Prim would be made regent of 

the kingdom. The offer received no direct 

24 OLLiviER, XI, 63-65. The letter is undated but 
was probably written late in 1868 (see FEsTER, Neue 
Beitrdge, pp. 105-7; and Henri LEONARDON, Prim 

[Paris, 1901], pp. 146-47). Ollivier was of nearly the 

same mind as Napoleon. He characterized all the 
possible solutions in Spain as “‘stillborn’’ except 
Alfonso or a republic (OLLIViER, XIT, 323). 
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answer; it was seldom that Prim, close- 

mouthed and inscrutable, disclosed his 
opinions unless the need was imperative 
and a commitment unavoidable. But a 
few days later he engineered in the cortes 
a discussion which left no doubt of the 
impossibility of any maneuver aimed at 
returning the Bourbons to Spain as long 

as he was in a position to prevent it.” 
The Isabellist party was active during 

the winter and spring of 1869, spending a 
great deal of money and filling one hotel 

in Madrid with sympathetic officers. 
Emissaries came and went across the 

frontier. By April, armed groups, insig 
nificant in size but ominous in import, 
were collecting along the border; rumor 

reported them to be equipped with 
French guns and supported by French 
money. The Carlists were also gathering, 

seeking as ever to take advantage of a 

troubled situation to rouse their com- 
patriots to armed rebellion. They were a 
convenient weapon for the French gov- 
ernment, which had no sympathy for 
Carlism. The threat of sponsoring a 
Carlist civil war, however, had high per- 
suasive value with both the provisional 
government and the Alfonsists. It could 

cause the government such embarrass- 

ment as to render it harmless during a 

European crisis. At the same time it 
might induce a people fatigued with 
anarchy and incipient civil war to seck 
tranquillity by recalling the exiled Bour- 
bons.” The French authorities avoided 
overplaying their hand, now closing their 
eyes to activities near the frontier, now 
intervening to remove insurgents to the 

interior of France or restricting their 

movements within the country. Little 

% Bermejo, I, 779-81; BeERNHARDI, IX, 26-27. 

% Layard to Clarendon, Nov. 21, 1869, F.O. 

72/1336, No. 2; BERNHARDI, IX, 25-26; FEsTER, 

Neue Beitrage, pp. 34, 41 (Fester reprints a letter 

from Salazar to Werthern of Oct. 7, 1869); MepbING, 

III, 440-42; Bermejo, I, 538. 



218 

attempt was made to hide the French 
origin of the arms which reached the 
Carlists. On the other hand, at times a 

ship in their service would be kept out of 
French waters or confiscated.?’ 

At the same time political arguments 
were at work. The French and Spanish 
press in late April 1869 quarreled over 
the report that the French ambassador in 
London had told Tessara, the Spanish 
ambassador, that Napoleon would not 
stand for a republic and favored the 
restoration of Isabel. The story came so 
close to the truth that it was taken seri- 
ously despite the practice of each party 
in Spain of starting the rumor that its 
rival’s candidate was, or would be, pro- 

tected by France.** Both the Prussian 
and the Austrian governments were con- 

vinced that Napoleon was doing his ut- 
most to back Alfonso and was secretly 
aiding the Carlists in order to put pres- 
sure on Madrid. Prussian representa- 
tives in Madrid believed that, with 

French backing, Alfonso could, despite 
the weakness of his party, command the 
most money and had a fair chance of 
success but that if he returned by those 
means he would not last long.*® 

Neither Isabel nor Napoleon was dis- 
couraged by the failure of their various 
endeavors. In the course of the summer 
began the controversial discussion over 
the abdication of Isabel in favor of her 

27 Bartholdi to La Valette, Apr. 6, 1869, O.D., 

XXIV, 142; La Valette to Bartholdi, Apr. 24, 1869, 

O.D., XXIV, 191-96; BerNuARpI, IX, 17-18; 

PrraLa, III, 271-74. 

*® Richard FrEster, Briefe, Aktenstiicke, und 

Registen sur Geschichte der Hohenzollernschen Thron- 

kandidalur in Spanien (Leipzig, 1913), I, 19-22; 

Prrava, IIT, 527, and VI, 600-601. The Origines 

diplomatiques prints no documents that bear on this 
episode. 

*® Robert Howard Lorn, The origins of the war of 
1870 (Cambridge, 1924), p. 122; Henrich von 

SyYBEL, Die Begriindung des deutschen Reiches durch 

Wilhelm I (Munich, i295), VII, 290; BeERNHARDI, 
IX, 50-51, 54. 
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son, a measure designed to diminish the 
recalcitrance of the opposition. It was an 
essential preliminary to the organization 
of an Alfonisist party in Spain and was 
strongly urged by the French court but 
opposed by the majority of the queen’s 
entourage. Such was Isabel’s indecision 

and the wrangling among her supporters 
that she renounced her rights to the 

crown three times, on the first two occa- 
sions confounding both friends and ene- 
mies ly retracting the decision as soon as 
she had made it.*° 

The first abortive action was taken in 
August 1869, just before Prim’s annual 
visit to Paris and Vichy. It was a summer 
full of tension for both France and 
Spain. The cortes on June 1 had ap- 
proved a new constitution which they 
had been debating since March, making 

the stalemate on the question of filling 
the vacant throne increasingly embar- 
rassing and the accord between the revo- 
lutionary parties more precarious. The 

government was forced to use troops to 

subdue sporadic republican uprisings in 
Andalusia and Catalonia which contin- 
ued into September. Prim’s followers 
were still smarting from the ignominious 

rejection of their offer of the crown to 
former King Ferdinand of Portugal.*! 
There was no other acceptable candidate, 
and the Montpensierists were pressing 
their claims with noisy persistence. In 
Cuba the insurrection against Spanish 
rule, begun the year before, was turning 

into a serious war for independence and 
drawing the attention of the European 
powers as well as of the United States. To 
add to these exasperations, the outbreak 
of a Carlist rebellion in the north during 
July and August required vigorous ac- 
tion by the government. 

80 FestER, Briefe, II, 22; King William to Queen 

Augusta, July 7, 1870, ONCKEN, III, 185-86. 

31 See below, Sec. IV. 
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Here the hand of France was too obvi- 
ous for comfort. The emperor’s impa- 
tience over affairs in Spain was aggra- 
vated by his difficulties on other fronts. 
At the end of May the elections for the 
Corps Législatif had given the govern- 
ment an immense majority, but the 
electoral campaign had been viciously 
intense and had shown the existence of a 
determined and organized opposition 

that boded ill for the future. In mid-July 
the constitutional revisions liberalizing 

the empire were announced, but their 
effect was marred because Napoleon 
hesitated to proceed resolutely in the 
new direction. In August he was taken ill 

with the malady that was to grow inces- 
santly more critical, and tongues wagged 

busily about the uncertain future of the 
empire.” 

As at home, so in foreign policy the 
government wavered between alterna- 

tives that defeated its ends and increased 
the perils of France’s position vis-a-vis 
Prussia.** The negotiations with Austria 

for an alliance were no closer to success 
than when they had begun informally 
two years before. French troops were 
still in Rome, their presence a constant 

embarrassment to the parleys with Italy 
designed to assure France of Italian 

assistance in case of war with Prussia.** 
The preparations for the ecumenical 
council called by the pope for December 
1869 raised a controversy over church- 

state relations and incidentally revived 

82 LA Gorcer, V, 494-515; BERNHARDI, IX, 110- 

Li. 

33.La Gorce, VI, 124-27. 

34 Late in September friendly letters exchanged 
by Napoleon, Victor Emmanuel, and Franz Joseph 
brought there was 

still nothing approaching a binding alliance (LA 
Gorce, VI, 156-57; Fester, Neue Beitrage, p. 142; 

OL.ivier, XI, 563-64). Further details on these ne- 

gotiations are in BerRNuHARDI, VIII, 180-236; 

ONCKEN, III, chaps. ix-xi; O.D., pp. 247 ff.; O1- 
LIVIER, XI, 558 ff. 
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the smouldering debate over the Roman 
question, giving it an uncomfortably 
international tone. France had in 1867 
avoided a European conference on the 
question and dreaded a recurrence of the 
possibility. With Italian animosity show- 
ing no sign of relenting and Austria ever 

noncommittal, the absence of any solace 
from Spain was proportionately more 
disturbing.® 

It is against this background that 
French policy toward Spain in the sum- 
ther of 1869 must be viewed. On the one 
hand, the emperor made use of the 

Carlists to add to the perils of the Span- 
ish government. On the other hand, he 

continued to promote the Alfonsist cause, 
whatever doubts he may have had as to 
its short-range prospects. It became more 
important than ever to induce Isabel to 
withdraw in favor of her son, and the 
empress summoned to Paris the Duke of 
Sexto, one of the few Isabellists in 

France not opposed to her abdication, to 
join his exhortations to those of the im- 
perial government. Isabel, like Na- 
poleon, still had hopes of coming to an 
arrangement with Prim. She sought 

his advice on the abdication question 
through the Duke of Seville, the ‘“re- 
publican” member of the royal family.” 
Her move was one aspect of the subtle 

3 Guiseppe Massari, La Vita ed il regno di 

Vittorio Emanuele II di Savoia (Milan, 1896), II, 

507-8; La Gorce, VI, 33-42. Count Vitztum, whom 

Beust used for the alliance negotiations with 

Napoleon, reported the main obstacle to be Na 
poleon’s reluctance to evacuate Rome before the 
meeting of the ecumenical council, which he dared 

not do without the approval of his ministry and the 
Corps Législatif (Vitztum to Beust, Sept. 11, 1869, 
ONCKEN, III, 230). 

% The Duke of Seville was Isabel’s first cousin 
and her husband’s brother, as well as Montpensier’s 
brother-in-law. He had the reputation of aspiring to 
the role of a Philippe Egalité of the Spanish revolu- 

tion, but his weight in Spanish politics was slight, 
and he was of little import at any time during this 
period. 
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pressure on Prim inspired by the French 
during the Spanish statesman’s visit to 
Vichy. Although nothing was pulled out 
of Prim except a laconic approval of 
Isabel’s abdication and some admoni- 
tions about her conduct if she ever ex- 
pected to return to Spain, the news pro- 
duced a spasm of enthusiasm, and abdi- 
cation papers were for the second time 
drawn up on October 3. The pressure of 
her courtiers was again too great to re- 

sist, however, and the papers were re- 
nounced the next day! So the matter was 
to rest until the following June. The only 
result of the commotion of the previous 
three months had been to disrupt the 
unity of the groups around the queen, 

persuade some of the legitimists to join 
the Carlists, and add to the perplexities 
facing Napoleon’s government.* 

The Alfonsists, in Spain as in Paris, 

continued to make blunders that  re- 
tarded their progress and annoyed their 
friends. To those who knew the country 

well it seemed faulty strategy to work 
through civilian politicians rather than 
through the military, without whom 
there was no hope of success. The Al- 
fonsist press had too obvious a French 
bias and placed too apparent hopes on 
the support of Napoleon. Their intransi- 
gence on internal political issues stiffened 
the attitude of their enemies and worked 
to their disadvantage among the general 

public. Mercier at Madrid made the best 
of circumstances in which he could do 
little but temporize, meantime watching 
carefully the flow of speculation and 
rumor and interposing his warning voice 

whenever a reminder of French interest 
was in order.** — 

37 BERNHARD, IX, 201-2; Bermejo, I, 593-94, 

and II, 216-17; Prrara, II, 362-63. 

% Mercier to Tour d’Auvergne, Oct. 8, 1869, 

O.D., XXV, 313-15; Mercier to Ollivier, Apr. 29, 
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Thus the Alfonsist movement hung 
fire until, on June 7, 1870, the cortes 
eased French worries over Montpensier, 
though hardly with that intention, by 
passing a law requiring a full majority to 
elect a monarch, thereby dealing a blow 
to the Montpensierists and serving to 
boost the hopes of the Alfonsists despite 
the specific exclusion of the Bourbons 
from the throne. The latter party took on 
new life when Isabel, under increased 

pressure from the French, was finally 
hurried into signing a lasting abdication. 
The official ceremony took place on June 
25, 1870, with enough éclat to make a 

third withdrawal unlikely. The banner of 
the restoration was now officially un- 
furled, led by Canovas del Castillo and 
supported by a manifesto from Mira- 
flores, who had been prime minister be- 
fore the September revolution.*® The of- 
ficials of the Tuileries seemed to be one 
step further toward their goal. 

Ill 

Whereas caution marked Napoleon’s 
sponsorship of the restoration, he took 
few pains to conceal from the outset his 
adamant opposition to either Mont- 
pensier or the advent of a republic. The 
latter eventuality was fraught with 
perils for his government because of the 
increase in French republican agitation 
and the rapport between the radicals of 
the two countries, which increased no- 

ticeably after the September revolu- 
tion.*? Louis Blanc and others made re- 
peated visits to Spain, addressing repub- 
lican meetings and fomenting the hatred 

of the left for the Napoleonic regime. 
The French government made strenuous 

89 Mercier to Gramont, June 10, 1870, O.D., 
XXVII, 364-66; Bernuarpi, LX, 349; Prrara, LIT, 

378; Enrique VERA y Gonzatez, Pi y Margall y la 

politica contempordnea (Barcelona, 1886), II, 134. 

49 Solms to Bismarck, Dec. 7, 1868, APP, X, 321. 
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efforts to prevent the influx of republi- 
cans into Spain. During the fall and early 
winter of 1868 the French fleet patrolled 
the southern coasts of France and Spain, 
partly to disrupt republican communica- 

tions with Italy.“ The emperor could 
expect sympathy from Spanish mon- 
archists for his fear of republicanism. 
His uncompromising attitude on the 
Montpensier candidacy, however, coun- 
tered from the outset the plans of im- 
portant members of the provisional 
government. 

Don Antonio de Orléans, duke of 

Montpensier, was the youngest son of 
Louis Philippe and the husband of Isabel 
II’ssister, Luisa Fernanda.” He had sunk 

into political obscurity after his father’s 
dethronement in 1848 and until the eve 
of the 1868 revolution occupied himself 
with increasing the large fortune left to 
his wife by Ferdinand VII and with 
managing her extensive estates in Anda- 
lusia. By 1866 the queen had fallen out 
with her sister and brother-in-law, and 

the Montpensiers became more and more 
identified in political circles with the 
Liberal Union. When that party broke 
with Isabel, its leaders subscribed to the 
revolutionary plot with the sole idea of 
replacing the queen with Luisa Fer- 
nanda. In the spring of 1868 the infanta 
refused to become a candidate for the 
throne, but the Unionists readily ac- 
cepted her husband as a substitute. It 
was impossible, however, to secure the 
assent of the Progressists and Democrats 

to his candidacy. Prim remained un- 
alterably opposed to Montpensier from 
the beginning. The result was a fateful 

41 BERNHARDI, VIII, 371, 376, and [X, 408. 

“His marriage to the infanta was a part of the 
‘Spanish marriages’ episode which caused a rift be- 
tween England and France in 1846. The other match 
was that of Isabel to her cousin Francisco de Asfs, a 

man notoriously incapable of producing heirs. 
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schism in the monarchist majority for the 
duration of the interinidad.** 

The Montpensierists were conscious 
from the start of the opposition of Na- 
poleon. It had been a matter of common 
knowledge before the overthrow of Isabel 

and was a prime factor in Prim’s success 
in restraining their primary impulse. 
Napoleon had too much to fear from the 
Orleanists in France to permit one of 
their family to ascend the Spanish 
throne. He had made that plain to 
Leopold O'Donnell, when the latter, 
while prime minister, during a conversa- 
tion with the emperor in the summer of 
1867 had mentioned the talk of replacing 
Isabel with her sister.*4 In January 1868 
one of Montpensier’s partisans, em- 
boldened by the duke’s assurance that he 
had means in France of overcoming any 
resistance from that quarter, undertook 
to sound out the views of the empress. 
Kugénie not only showed displeasure at 
the emissary’s rejection of her suggestion 
of a regency for the young Alfonso but 
angrily gave him to understand that the 
conspirators could chose any other candi- 
date than Montpensier.” Two months 
before the revolution Eugénie, with the 

aid of Austrian diplomats at Paris and 
Brussels, planted a story in the Belgian 
press, whence it was widely circulated. 
This story was reputedly based on a 
personal letter from Isabel charging 
Montpensier with engaging in a plot to 

Layard to Granville, May 25, 1871, F.O. 

72/1275, No. 136; BeERNHARDI, IX, 47-48; Wilhelm 

LAUSER, Geschichte Spaniens von dem Sturz I sabellas 

bis sur Thronbesteigung Alfonsos (Leipzig, 1877), I, 

101-7; Mercier to Gramont, July 9, 1870, O.D., 

XXVIII, 177-80; Canitz to Bismarck, Nov. 11, 

1868, APP, X, 267-68; Prrata, LIT, 185-86, 383-84; 

BERMEJO, I, 294-96; VERA y GonzALrz, I, 121, 

870; Saurma to Bismarck, Oct. 20, 1868, APP, X, 
231-32. 

“ Oxiivier, XI, 61, 65; BERNHARDI, VIII, 265; 

LAvsER, I, 28. 

*® BERMEJO, I, 58-61. 
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make his wife queen of Spain. He was 
said to have sought support and secret 
funds from Prussia, promising that in 
case of war between France and Prussia 
the new queen would remain neutral and 
would take no steps against Italy if that 
country joined the struggle against 
France. The empress’ maneuver aimed 
to discredit both Montpensier and 
Prussia in Spanish circles and abroad. It 
flattered Isabel and at the same time laid 
bare the full importance of Spain in the 
relations between Paris and Berlin. It 
was further designed to impress the ad- 
vocates of the Orleanist candidacy with 
the seriousness of the emperor’s objec- 
tions. 

The Marquis of Moustier, French 
foreign minister, was, if anything, more 
nervous about the campaign for Mont- 
pensier than Napoleon himself. A month 
after the formation of the provisional 
government at Madrid he privately in- 
structed Mercier to launch propaganda 
against the duke. Mercier’s better judg- 
ment and Napoleon’s personal advice 
prevailed against the suggestion. The 
ambassador pointed out the difficulties 
of avoiding discovery and that, in view 
of the domestic opposition to Mont- 
pensier, there was no justification for 
exposing France to further attacks. Sev- 
eral papers were already busy stirring up 
anti-French feeling by spreading reports 
that Napoleon favored Alfonso and the 
empress favored Don Carlos.“ 

# ONCKEN, ITI, 10; Prrara, IIT, 192; BERNHARDI, 

VIII, 281; Lorn, pp. 11-13. The Italian envoy at 
Madrid appears to have suspected that Manuel 
Rances, formerly minister to Prussia, served as 

Montpensier’s agent while visiting Berlin privately 

during the winter of 1867-68. William and Bismarck 

both denied the accusations, nor do they seem to 
have been taken seriously by the Spanish minister 
(Thile to the Prussian representatives in Paris, 
Florence, Madrid, and Brussels, July 21, 1868, APP, 
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The imperial government got some 
comfort during the next few months from 

both Rome and London. The papacy 
had seen with regret the departure of 
Isabel and continued to recognize her as 
the legal sovereign.** Paris was pleased 

with the statement of Cardinal Antonelli, 

papal secretary of state, to the French 
ambassador in January 1869 that the 
choice of Montpensier as king “‘was one 
of those which would be seen with most 
displeasure by the Holy See.” In Lon- 
don the Spanish envoy was told in April, 
when things seemed to be going badly 
for the French and there were rumors of 
an uprising in favor of Montpensier, that 

the election of the duke would be con- 
sidered a tragic mistake and a signal for 
war.’ Whitehall well understood the 
temper of Napoleon and the lengths to 
which he would go if necessary. They did 
not wish to see the unsettled condition of 
Spain prolonged through Bonapartist 

47 Saurma to Bismarck, Oct. 20, 1868, APP, X, 

232; OttivierR, XI, 63, 65. Ollivier attempts to 
soften the charges against Napoleon of interfering 
with the Montpensier candidacy, though he afiirms 

that the emperor ‘‘would have had the right to op- 

pose it because it would have been a cause of internal 
troubles in his own realm.’’ He states that Thiers 
“altered the truth’ in saying that Napoleon pro- 
nounced an interdiction against Montpensier; 

that La Valette ‘‘badly translated the emperor’s 
thoughts”’ in his remarks to Prim during the meeting 

at the railroad station in Paris; and that Moustier’s 

instructions to Mercier ‘‘deviated from Napoleon’s 
ideas” (OLLIVIER, XI, 46-65). His contention must 

be viewed as a matter of phrasing, of which those 
concerned at the time were certainly not aware. 

48 VerA ¥Y GONZALEZ, II, 133. A careful account 
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49, Over a year later Clarendon repeated the ad- 
monition through Layard at Madrid (La Valette to 
Gramont, June 10, 1870, O.D., XX VII, 364). 
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machinations against a family repellent 
to him as well as to two of the three 
monarchist parties. Relations between 
Paris and London were such that more 
than once England felt it useful to ex- 
press at Madrid her disapproval of any 
solution displeasing to the emperor. 
Furthermore, England had to take into 
consideration the possibility of an end to 
the Second Empire. Should the House of 
Orleans be then reinstated in France, as 

seemed likely, Britain would be faced 
with the union of the Spanish and French 
crowns in the same family, a contingency 
which had caused talk of war in 1846. At 
all events, England gave quiet support to 
France on the Montpensier issue. The 
British and French ambassadors at Ma- 
drid worked together closely and im- 
pressed political circles in Spain with the 
identity of their views.*! 

While the Spanish found it difficult to 
find any candidate against whom France 
did not present at least indirect resist- 
ance, in the case of Montpensier her 
views were expressed candidly. Na- 
poleon’s veto was probably the principal 
factor in defeating the duke’s candidacy. 
Mercier had instructions direct from the 
emperor to protest immediately and 
leave the country if the Spanish should 
attempt to choose any member of the 
Orleans family. French diplomats point- 
edly remarked that, should the duke be 
elected, he would find things so difficult 
that he would not long remain on the 

5| Tour d’Auvergne to La Valette, Feb. 1, 1869, 
O.D., XXIII, 206-7; Layard to Clarendon, Nov. 21, 

1869, F.O. 72/1336, No. 2; La Valette to Gramont, 

June 10, 1870, O.D., XXVII, 364; Mercier to 
Gramont, July 12, 1870, O.D., XXVIII, 285-88; 

BERNHARDI, IX, 348. The personal friendship of 

Layard and Mercier added to the effectiveness of 
their collaboration. Layard served in Madrid 
throughout the revclution. He was an active and 
competent observer, though the foreign office some- 
times complained of the infrequency of his reports. 
He was on good terms with Prim and was well re- 

ceived generally in the Spanish capital. 
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throne, and everyone understood the 
implied threat. Early in 1869 pamphlets 
from Paris denouncing Montpensier 
were distributed by various means in 
Madrid and the provinces.” 

Prim, heartily opposed to Montpensier 
both politically and personally, made 
strategic use of French policy for his own 
ends. He had a realistic comprehension of 
the necessity of being on good terms with 

the Tuileries. By the autumn of 1869 
some Montpensierist die-hards were con- 
vinced not only that their candidate had 
no chance with Spanish liberals but that 
the veto of Paris was definitive and in- 
surmountable. In January 1870 the 
prolongation of the political crisis and 
the successive failures to secure a mon- 
arch threatened again to destroy the 
governing coalition. Early in the month 
the collapse of the candidacy of the Duke 
of Genoa’ set off another in the series of 
quarrels between the Liberal Unionists 
and the Progressists which threatened to 
culminate in a break between Serrano 
and Prim, the strongest figures in the 

government. The French government 
had no hesitation in using this situation 
to press its ends. Since Serrano did not 
hide from Mercier his personal preference 
for Montpensier and his party insisted 
loudly on that candidate, it was plainly 
understood that France would back Prim 
if the coalition government should split. 
At the same time, however, Salustiano de 

Olozaga, Spanish ambassador to Paris 
and one of the principal Progressist lead- 
ers, had come to Madrid in haste with 

® Friedrich FRAHM, ‘‘Frankreich und die Hohen- 
zollernkandidatur bis zum Friihjahr 1869,” His- 
torische Vierteljahrschrift, XX1X, Part 2 (1934), 354 

57; Bermejo, I, 445, 998-99; BerNnuHArpI, IX, 391, 

484; ONCKEN, III, 38-39; Gramont to Moustier, 
Oct. 10, 1868, O.D., XXII, 152-56; Alfred STERN, 

Geschichte Europas von 1815 bis 1871 (Stuttgart, 
1924), X, 286-87; Frester, Briefe, I, 11; OLtivier, 
XI, 62-63, 568. 

53 See below, Sec. V. 
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reputed advice from Napoleon to patch 
up the quarrel.°*4 Continuance of the 
interregnum was better for France than 

crystallization of party decisions on the 
problem of the crown at a moment when 
Montpensier’s position was the strongest 
it was ever to be. Olozaga’s arrival in 
Madrid in January coincided with a visit 
incognito by the Duke of Montpensier, 
determined to make use himself of the 
ministerial crisis and to press his cam- 
paign for election to the cortes. His ac- 
tivities nearly defeated the efforts of 
Prim and Olozaga, with Serrano’s grudg- 

ing compliance, to postpone a govern- 
mental rupture and avoid a sudden at- 

tempt at a solution of the monarchist 
question. The situation was very tense. 
Prim’s difficulties were increased by 
growing pressure from the left, and 
I’rench apprehensions were multiplied by 
intimations that in desperation he might 
swing with the Democrats to republican- 
ism. Olozaga prompted an informal dé- 
marche from Paris on the dangers of a re- 

public to both countries, which, though 

nothing new, was a factor in enabling the 

provisional government to tide over the 
crisis.®° 

This period saw the peak in the long 
efforts of the Montpensierists to place 
their candidate on the throne, though the 
empire did not relax its vigilance during 

the remaining half-year of its existence. 
Near the end of January Montpensier 
was defeated in his effort to win a seat in 
the cortes in a by-election in Asturias. In 
March he caused a public scandal by 

64 Olozaga, well known in Paris from his iong 
service there as ambassador, was popular as well be- 
cause of his outspoken pro-French attitude. A 
heated opponent of Montpensier, he served French 
policy admirably except in his rejection of a Bourbon 
restoration. 

5 Mercier to Daru, Jan. 5, 1870, O.D., XXVI, 
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killing his cousin, the Duke of Seville, in 

a duel arising out of a press attack. 
Finally, the succession law of June 7, 
1870, requiring an absolute majority in 
the cortes for the election of a sovereign, 
was aimed expressly at the Orleanist pre- 
tender, a substitute for the proposal long 
urged by the republicans to exclude from 
the throne specifically the younger as 

well as the elder branch of the Bourbon 
family.*® 

Simultaneously, France received the 
aid of Britain in recalling to the Spanish 
government, with as much directness as 
tact permitted, the distasteful nature of 
Montpensier’s candidacy.®’ The French 
now breathed more easily, but in less 

than a month the presentation of Leo- 
pold’s candidacy confronted them with a 
situation infinitely more disturbing. 
Against Montpensier they had, in Mer- 
cier’s words, “‘done what was possible up 
to the point where we risked compromis- 
ing ourselves and engaging our responsi- 

bility.’°* Against Leopold they were to 
show no restraint in engaging the govern- 

ment and the nation to the last gaiter 

button. 

IV 

Further understanding of Napoleon’s 
Spanish policy is afforded by examining 
the part it played in defeating the efforts 
of the revolutionary junta to find a mon- 

arch in Portugal. Because of the failure 

of the interim government to have at 

hand a successor to Isabel, there had 
been a flood of suggestions immediately 

following her expulsion. This soon sub- 
sided, and attention in Spain centered 

56 Mercier to Daru, Jan. 25, 1870, O.D., XXVI, 

216; Salazar to Werthern, Feb. 6, 1870, Frstrr, 

Neue Beitrage, p. 38; VERA y GonzALrz, I, 80-83. 

57La Valette to Gramont, June 10, 1870, O.D., 

XXVII, 364. 

58 Mercier to Gramont, June 10, 1870, O.D., 

XXVIII, 365-66. 
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around those potential candidates who 
had the support of one of the three major 
revolutionary parties. Throughout the 

hectic developments of the next year and 
a half, it was apparent that the only 
serious public interest was fixed on either 
the Duke of Montpensier or former King 
Fernando of Portugal, with a member of 

the house of Savoy a poor third. We have 
already seen that the Progressist-Demo- 

crat group would have nothing to do 

with Montpensier. They centered their 
hopes on Fernando, father of King Luis 
of Portugal, or in his stead on another 

member of the Braganza family. 
Several efforts were made to obtain a 

Portuguese king. Each was either dis- 

couraged by France or sanctioned only 
with the foreknowledge that it would 

meet with failure. There were factors un- 
related to the French attitude that 
balked the repeated efforts of the Spanish 
government to obtain Fernando’s con- 

sent, the most important being his fear 
for the stability of his son’s regime in 
Portugal if he accepted. It was the oppo- 
sition of Napoleon, however, which was 
considered at the time to have been a 
major reason for the failure of the affair, 
despite the denials of Prim and Olozaga. 

In the first place, the emperor and 
Eugénie were persuaded that a Bourbon 
restoration would best serve the interests 
of France. Secondly, it appeared likely 
that, should Fernando become king, on 

his death the crown would go either to 

Luis or to Fernando’s daughter An- 

tonia.°’ His second daughter was ex- 

cluded by her marriage to the heir appatr- 
ent of Saxony. It was most improbable 
that the Portuguese would permit King 
Luis to rule both kingdoms, since they 

69 The commission which drew up the constitu- 
tion for submission to the cortes had established as 
one of its first principles the right of female succes- 
sion, with Fernando’s heirs principally in mind 

(BERMEJO, I, 538-39). 
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were adamantly opposed to Iberian 
union; hence Fernando’s heir in Spain 
would be Antonia, whose husband was 

Leopold of Hohenzollern. This eventual- 
ity France could not tolerate, and her 

views on the subject were known even 
before the Spanish made their first ad- 
vances to Fernando." Napoleon’s suspi- 
cions were first aroused when Fernando, 
to save the Portuguese crown for his son, 

insisted on excluding the Portuguese line 

from the succession in Spain. This was 
sufficient ground for Napoleon to oppose 
the candidacy, despite the fact that 
Fernando offered the most effective 
rivalry to Montpensier, whose accession 
was, after that of Leopold, the possibility 
fraught with the greatest dangers for 

France. 
The situation in Spain since the revo- 

lution had been so fluid as to cause flut- 
ters of fear in Paris when the name of a 
candidate from across the Rhine had 
occasionally been mentioned. The names 
of Leopold or Frederick of Prussia, even 
when vaguely suggested in an irresponsi- 
ble press, were enough to draw from the 
French a strong admonition. In February 
1869 the French embassy made no 
mystery of their displeasure at the grow- 
ing talk of Leopold, alth: ugh they dared 
not as yet make their objection official 
because of the sensitivity of Spanish 

50 F RAHM, p. 363; Richard Ferster, ‘‘Neue 
Beitrage zur Geschichte der Hohenzollernschen 

Thronkandidatur in Spanien,” Historische Viertel 
jahrschrifi, XV (1912), 36-37. This article is here 
after cited as ‘‘Beitrige.”’ 

S\FRAHM, pp. 362-63; K. Th. ZINGELER, ‘‘Die 
furstliche Haus Hohenzollern und die spanische 
Thronkandidatur,”’ Deutsche Revue, XX XVII (1912) 

Thronkandidatur,’ Deutsche Revue, XXXVII 

(1912), I, 65-66; VeRA y GonzAtez, II, 116; 
FestER, Neue Beitrdége, pp. 18, 125; Becker, Re 

laciones extertores, III, 48-50. If Fernando himself 

made any effort to turn the Spanish toward Leopold, 
which is unlikely, there is no evidence to indicate it. 

Frahm supposes such a suggestion was made during 
the spring of 1869 but has no proof. 
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opinion. If, as Napoleon said to Bene- 
detti, the candidacy of Montpensier was 
directed against his dynasty and could be 
handled, that of a Hohenzollern prince 

was directed against the nation, and 
Napoleon impressed that fact upon the 
Spanish when in their more and more 
frantic search for a king they appeared to 
turn toward Prussia.** There was no 
dearth of warnings against a Prussian 
candidate, a factor which helps to explain 
the secrecy with which a year later the 
Leopold candidacy was undertaken and 
the feverish surprise it caused when the 
news broke on July 2, 1870. Everyone 
had supposed that the Spanish govern- 
ment would not dare make such a choice. 
The Montpensierist paper E/ Diario in 
April 1869 had teased the French with 
the comment that the emperor could not 
fail to favor their candidate, since thus 

would be eliminated the two solutions 
that worried him most, a republic or a 
Prussian king. For some days there had 
been talk of an effort of the Spanish gov- 
ernment to investigate the possibilities of 
placing Prince Frederick of Prussia on 
the throne. Napoleon had called in 
Olozaga to inform him that the French 

government viewed the matter with the 
greatest displeasure and that the election 
might even result in a war between 
France and Prussia. 

One can only speculate upon Na- 
poleon’s attitude toward Fernando if the 
Coburg prince had not had a Hohen- 
zollern son-in-law. There was nothing in 

6 Aus dem Leben Konig Karls, 11, 62; FEsSTER, 

Neue Beitrage, pp. 38-39. 

68 Le Comte BENEDETTI, Ma mission en Prusse 

(Paris, 1871), p. 307; Mercier to Tour d’Auvergne, 

Oct. 8, 1869, O.D., XXV, 314-15. In this dispatch 

Mercier stated: ‘“There is no reason, at least for the 

moment, to be preoccupied in the slightest with [a 
Hohenzollern].”’ 

64 Mercier to Ollivier, Apr. 29, 1870, O.D., 

XXVII, 241-42; Bermejo, I, 939-40. 
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Fernando’s record to cause animosity 
between the two monarchs, and Napole- 
on was known to have sympathized in 
principle with the concept of Iberian 
union, in concord with the doctrine of 

nationality of which he was so ardent a 
spokesman. It had brought him grief, 
however, in connection with Poland and 

Italy, and he was ready to sacrifice it, like 
many another principle, to the practical 
necessities of national or international 
politics. In this case he shelved the dog- 
ma of national—or more explicitly ‘“pen- 
insular’’—unity in favor of the immedi- 
ate advantage of solidarity with the 
Spanish Bourbons. On the Roman ques- 
tion they were sure supporters of the 
French position; Fernando’s position 
was uncertain. Nor was it to be expected 
that a Coburg king would be effective in 
drawing closer the ties with France and 
counteracting the increasing pro-Prus- 
sian sentiment in Spain. His family con- 
nections outside Germany were with 
Belgium and England, both of whom 
Napoleon knew had cause for uneasiness 
in his quest for territorial compensations 
after Prussia’s victories in 1866. Spain 
under Fernando would undoubtedly re- 
main neutral in a war between France 
and Prussia; more support could be an- 
ticipated from the Bourbons. The posi- 
tion of France was so precarious that she 
was impelled to seek a surety in Spain 
which a Coburg-Hohenzollern combina- 
tion would not provide.™ 

When the revolution of 1868 broke 
out, Napoleon, like everyone else, knew 
that an important group among the lead- 
ers and a considerable element in the 
population were bent on seeking a 
Portuguese king. By the time Fernandez 
de los Rios made his first trip to Lisbon in 

6 FRrAHM, p. 355; BERNHARDI, IX, 341; LAuSER, 

I, v; STrern, X, 286; La Gorce, VI, 253-54; 

OLLivieR, XIV, 80-81. 
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January 1869 to push the project, Napo- 
leon hac already revealed his unfavor- 
able attitude and had intimidated Fer- 
nando by his disapproval. By the end of 
November 1868 he had conferred twice 
privately with D’Avila, the Portuguese 
minister in Paris who was in the con- 
fidence of Fernando. Montholon, French 

minister at Lisbon, frightened the prince 
with the perils which he predicted would 
result from his acceptance. During the 
wave of pressure for Fernando the fol- 
lowing February, the Portuguese min- 
ister at Madrid remarked to Mercier 
that he expected a refusal unless there 
should be “some encouragement from 

Paris,’ which was a polite reference to 
the French veto and the weight he 

placed on it. Mercier left Madrid 
precipitately on February 27 when it 
appeared that a move was imminent to 
bring the candidacy to a preliminary 
vote. His instructions left no doubt as to 
the emperor’s opposition.” 

Napoleon’s subsequent attitude to- 
ward the candidacy combined vacillation 
with duplicity. He seems deliberately to 
have permitted Olozaga, an ardent 
champion of Fernando and of Iberian 
union, to believe that he would look with 
favor upon the selection while at the 
same time he used secret means of block- 
ing the candidacy at its source. He took 
one line at Madrid and another at 
Lisbon. It appears also to have been part 
of his strategy to sow uncertainty in the 
minds of the Braganza family and their 
advocates in Spain by an otherwise un- 
explainable inconstancy in giving a 

6 Mercier to La Valette, Feb. 11, 1869, O.D., 

XXIII, 252. 

67a Valette to Mercier, Feb. 16, 1869, O.D., 

XXIII, 252-53; same, Feb. 26, 1869, ibid., p. 337; 
Fran, pp. 350-51, 366-67; VERA y GonzALez, IT, 

118; Angel Fernandez de los Rios, Ma mission en 

Portugal (Paris, 1877), p. 347; LEONARDON, p. 141; 

FEsTER, Neue Beiirdge, p. 95. 
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guarded approval now of Luis, now of his 
father. In mid-February 1869 he ap- 
proached the Marquis de Saldanha 
whose pro-French attitude was well 
known and who was at the moment in 
France, returning from his post as 
Portuguese ambassador at the Vatican 
with an unsolicited endorsement of Luis 

for the crown of Spain as a means of 
averting the dangers of a republic in both 

countries. Saldanha conveyed the mes- 
sage to the Portuguese king on February 

25. Within eight days Napoleon agreed 
with Olozaga that Fernando was the best 

choice. The Spanish ambassador glee- 
fully announced the news at Madrid, at 
the moment when the government was 

greatly disturbed by the conduct of the 
French minister Montholon in Lisbon, 
who was actively encouraging Fer- 

nando’s resistance."* 
Olozaga came back to Madrid and was 

forced to confess that he could do noth- 
ing. It was decided to have ‘Tessara, 

newly named ambassador to England, 
intercede with the emperor in an at- 
tempt to secure his support at Lisbon of 
the Spanish efforts with Fernando. 
Tessara stopped at Paris a few days 
after Fernando’s abrupt refusal on April 
6, to receive a commission from Madrid. 

He succeeded only in enraging the em- 

peror by charging him with supporting 

Alfonso and with failing to take proper 
measures along the frontier against 
Carlist insurgents. Both Prim and Olo- 

zaga were frightened by the possible 

68 Mercier to Tour d’Auvergne, Dec. 3, 1869, 

O.D., XXIV, 69-70; O.D., XXIII, 337 n.; La Va- 
lette to Bartholdi, Apr. 24, 1869, O.D., XXIV, 191 

96; Mercier to Rouher, May 24, 1869, O.D., XXIV, 

324; OLLIVIER, XI, 55, and XIIT, 425-26; Conde de 

CARNOTA, Memoirs of Field-Marshal the Duke of 
Saldanha (London, 1880), Il, 375; Prrata, IIT, 385 

87; VERA y GONZALEZ, II, 118; Fester, Neue 

Beitrige, p. 125. Some Spaniards still had hopes of 

Luis in May 1869 and believed Saldanha might 
favor his candidacy, which Olozaga also approved. 
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repercussions of Tessara’s stormy inter- 
view, and an agent was dispatched to 
appease Napoleon. A Portuguese sup- 

porter of the candidacy also hurried 
there from Lisbon with the same inten- 
tion. But their efforts, combined with 

those of Saldanha and the encourage- 
ment of Rouher, were unavailing in 

changing Napoleon’s mind.*® 
Olozaga persisted in believing that it 

was the intrigues of Montpensier rather 
than Napoleon’s intransigence that had 
determined Fernando’s refusal.’° But it 
must not be forgotten that at the end of 
March 1869 the French had become 
seriously worried for the first time over 
the rumors that pointed to Leopold as a 
candidate. Mercier was called to Paris to 
discuss it, as was Benedetti from Berlin. 
The latter was instructed to question the 
Prussian government on the matter. It 

was on March 31 that Undersecretary of 
State Thile denied any knowledge of 
such a candidacy, which did not quiet 
French suspicions. Earlier in the month 
the constitutional commission in Madrid 
had voted the right of female succession 

to the crown. The intimate connection 
between Fernando and Leopold was too 
obvious to overlook. It is sufficient to 
explain Napoleon’s objections to Fer- 
nando and to bear directly on Fernando’s 
decision.”! 

In the course of the summer Prim pre- 
pared the ground for a second effort to 
attain Fernando’s consent. His prepara- 
tion included an indirect approach to 

6 Bartholdi to La Valette, Apr. 6, 1869. O.D., 
XXIV, 142; La Valette to Bartholdi, Apr. 24, 1869, 

O.D., XXIV,. 191-96; Oxtivier, XI, 568-70; 

BERMEJO, I, 558; LEONARDON, pp. 142-43; FESTER, 

Neue Beitrdge, p. 125; VERA y GONZALEZ, IT, 120-21. 

70 OLiiviER, XT, 569. 

"The French intercession at Berlin in March 
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Napoleon. Olozaga induced Prim to 
prompt Saldanha, now Portuguese min- 
ister at Paris, to write Fernando after 

addressing Napoleon on the subject. 
Saldanha predicted that Napoleon’s ap- 
proval could be obtained, but nothing 
came of the move.” So matters remained 
until the following September. This time 
it was Saldanha who took the initiative, 

inspired by Prim, to sound out the em- 
peror once more. The situation in Spain 
had changed considerably so far as the 
French were concerned, and the emperor 

was obliged to act with caution, as he did 
during an interview with Prim a few days 
later. By now it was apparent that the 
chances of a Bourbon restoration in the 
near future were small. Anti-French 
opinion in Spain was stronger than ever, 
and Montpensier was pressing his cause 
persistently. The government had no ac- 
ceptable candidate at hand and was 
faced with serious internal difficulties. 
The dangers of a republic were much 
greater. The only safe course for France 
was to temporize while trying not to 
provoke a crisis that might lead Spain to 
a hasty decision. The interim state of 
affairs might be prolonged if hope sur- 
vived that Fernando might retract his 

objection. Some of the animosity toward 
France might be dissipated if it were be- 
lieved that the emperor had changed his 
attitude on the candidacy. It was not too 
serious a chance to take, for the likeli- 

hood that Fernando would reverse his 
decision was slight. Napoleon was aware 
of the other influences that were working 

on him in Portugal.’* The very fact that 

7 Carnota, II, 377-78. 

73 Tt is hardly within the realm of possibility that 

Napoleon looked with more favor now upon the 
candidacy in the expectation that Luis, rather than 
Antonia and Leopold, would inherit the Spanish 
crown. The name of Leopold was mentioned more, 
rather than less, than it had been the preceding 
winter, because of the high pitch of Portuguese feel- 
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the suggestion passed through Saldanha’s 
hands would operate against its being 
received favorably by either Luis or 
Fernando, for the Loulé ministry in 
Lisbon was as inimical to Saldanha as 
was the royal family. Under the circum- 
stances it seemed politic for Napoleon to 
soften the pressure on Madrid with re- 
gard to Fernando. Accordingly, Napole- 
on took a very mild attitude during the 
interview he accorded Prim on Septem- 
ber 14 at St. Cloud. 

It was the first time the two men had 
met since the revolution one year before. 
Napoleon expressed great sympathy for 
the difficulties facing the Spanish govern- 
ment and refrained from developing the 
theme closest to his heart. Prim outlined 
the problems of his regime and expressed 
regret over the failure to secure Fernando 
as king, a subject of some delicacy be- 
cause of his conviction that the French 
had had a hand in inducing the Coburg 
prince to decline the crown. The whole 
question of the interregnum and _ the 
candidacies for the throne was discussed 
in very general terms with the mention 
of no other name whatever. Napoleon 
was reputedly left with the impression 
that Prim and his government had noth- 
ing definite in mind at the moment. 
Neither chose to mention the current 
efforts to obtain the assent of the Duke 
of Genoa to the submission of his name 
to the cortes.’* The silence of both was 
tactical and served to obviate a declara- 

ing on the subject of Iberian union. It was later in 
this same month that Luis felt compelled to make a 
public denial of any interest in the Spanish crown 
(Rios, pp. 258-59, 262-70, 294-96, 322-23; Car- 
nota, II, 378-80; Prraa, III, 388; Bermejo, I, 

563; BERNHARDI, IX, 196-97, 203). 

74 See below, Sec. V. Dubsky to Beust, June 24, 
1870, O.D., XXVH, 416-18; Prrata, III, 552-53; 
OLLivieR, XII, 61-64; Lauser, I, 30; D. Antonio 
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tion by either that would have tied his 
hands or betrayed a disagreement that 
could better be postponed if it could not 
be avoided. Prim was weary of vetoes, 
particularly from Paris, and yet pro- 
foundly convinced of the necessity of 
remaining on good terms with Napoleon 
while he worked out his own schemes, 
the nature of which he did not disclose in 
full to anyone. On his part, Napoleon 
knew the danger of pressing his point too 
hard and could better accomplish his 
purpose by formal friendliness toward 
the provisional regime while he took 
what steps were needed to avoid the 
selection of any monarch of whom he 
disapproved. 

It was not until the spring of 1870 that 
the Spanish again sought to overcome 
the resistance of the Portuguese royal 
family by including in their inducement a 
word of approval from Paris. This time 
Olozaga had persuaded Napoleon to send 
a letter to King Luis containing a.some- 

what equivocal endorsement of J er- 
nando’s candidacy. Ollivier’s brother 
arrived with the message in Lisbon on 

May 19, the day that Saldanha, now re- 
turned to politics at home, overturned 
the ministry in a sudden coup and as- 
sumed the premiership. Saldanha’s sup- 
port of the candidacy was no asset in it- 
self, and no one in Portugal believed in 

the sincerity of Napoleon’s letter, al- 
though Olozaga could not believe that 
the emperor was playing a double game. 
Such appeared to be the case, nonethe- 
less, judging by the conduct of the 
French minister in Lisbon.” 

Napoleon’s message was not worded to 
inspire much enthusiasm. He would look 

7% CARNOTA, IT, 386-404; OLtivier, XIII, 425 

27; STERN, X, 309-10; Bermejo, I, 947-48; LauseEr, 

I, 210; BeRNwARDI, IX, 334-35, 396-99; Rios, pp. 

288, 312--14, 352-58. Fernandez de los Rios was from 

the beginning Prim’s principal agent in Portugal for 
the Fernando candidacy. 
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with pleasure upon the willingness of 
Fernando ‘‘to assume the heavy burden 
of the Spanish crown.”’”* The words were 
reminiscent of those he had used in re- 
gard to Luis himself in February 1869, 

and those who read them in Portugal 
knew how much heavier a burden the 
crown would be if Napoleon’s desires in 
Spain were not met. But the emperor had 
reason to be more tender with Spanish 
opinion now than earlier. His policy was 
based on support of Prim, who had mean- 
time broken with the Liberal Unionists 
and was more harassed by republican- 
ism. Prim’s prestige had suffered because 
of the continued failure to find a king, 
and his party still hankered for a Portu- 
guese candidate. Like Napoleon, he was 
using every possible means of gaining 
time and avoiding a precipitous reaction 
toward either Montpensier or a republic. 

The emperor needed time more than 
ever. Ollivier had told him that the ne- 
gotiations with Italy and Austria for a 
treaty of alliance were a long way from 
success. He felt more sure of his own 
position at home because of the plebiscite 
of May 8, but the progress in Spain of 
his protégé Alfonso was no faster than 
before. He had not yet cleared the way 
for the young prince by inducing Isabel 
to abdicate. Mercier could give him no 

assurance that there was not still some- 
thing astir concerning a Hohenzollern 
prince, of which there was increased 
mention in the press.”’ So once again he 
diverged from a straight course and 
made the gesture which he _ believed 

would have no result except to strength- 
en the position of Prim and his coalition 
against their opposition. Once again he 
was late, as Fernando had turned down 

% The letter is printed in Rros, p. 357. 
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Fernandez de los Rios on May 15, four 
days before Ollivier arrived with Na- 
poleon’s letter. Both Prim and Na- | 
poleon had purported to favor Fernando 
when they had laid plans in another 
direction, Napoleon with Alfonso, Prim 
with Leopold. It is ironic that the em- 
peror should have gone out of his way to 
gratify Prim’s party at the very time 
that the Spanish prime minister was pre- 
paring the candidacy which Napoleon 
most rigidly opposed. 

The quest for Fernando was resumed 
shortly for the last time under much 
more dramatic circumstances. On June 
25 Leopold accepted the offer of the 
crown; the crisis over his candidacy be- 

gan on July 2 when the news leaked out. 
Within a few days everyone was busy 
pleading with Fernando to save Europe 
from war and Spain from tragic embar- 
rassment by consenting at long last to 
mount the Spanish throne. This time the 
exhortations of the others were abetted 
by urgent counsels from Paris, as well as 
from London and Florence. Only in the 
fever heat of the Leopold crisis did the 
French government in desperation sin- 
cerely advocate Fernando’s candidacy in 
order to sidetrack the Hohenzollern 
prince and to recoup some of their lost 
popularity in Spain. The excitement in 
Portugal was heightened by alarmist re- 

ports that Spain was to receive Prussian 
support in annexing Portugal in return 
for an alliance against France, or even 

for remaining neutral. The fevered ne- 

gotiations between Fernando and Ma- 

drid broke down finally in early August. 
By that time the. French were too com- 
pletely absorbed in the war with Prussia 
to have much further interest in the case 

and Leopold’s candidacy was dead.** 

78La Valette to Gramont, July 10, 1870, and 
Layard to Granville, same date, O.D., XXVIII, 187 

(the series contains only these two dispatches con- 
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V 

The effort to secure an Italian prince 
for the Spanish throne was the one seri- 
ous venture undertaken by the Spanish 
government not overtly opposed by Na- 
poleon’s government. It was also the 
venture for which there was the least en- 
thusiasm in Spain. It was undertaken 
only when every other solution proposed 
by the government had failed. The sug- 
gestion of offering the crown to a mem- 
ber of the House of Savoy occurred soon 
after the revolution, and the first ex- 

ploratory steps were taken by Victor 
Emmanuel himself. In October 1868 he 
unofficially solicited the views of the 
Western powers on the election of his 
son Amadeo, duke of Aosta.”® The 

French replied with the formula used 
later on a similar occasion: although 
they had no objection to the nomination 
of Amadeo, their policy of complete non- 
interference in Spain’s internal affairs 
made it necessary for them to refrain 
from any action or attitude which could 
be otherwise construed. The reply was 
meaningfully evasive, as Napoleon want- 
ed no Italian competition to his plans for 
restoration of the Bourbons. The French 
press tried subsequently to discredit the 
public discussion of Amadeo by labeling 
it a ‘Prussian maneuver.’’*° 
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The matter was very soon dropped, 
largely because of Spanish indifference 
and the reluctance of Amadeo to go to 
Spain, though three years later he was to 
wear the crown for a short and unhappy 
reign. It was in the following summer 
that political difticulties in Spain and a 
rising desperation over filling the vacant 
throne induced Prim and his colleagues 

to make what was at best an unenthusi- 
astic effort again to secure a Savoyard 
candidate. This time the choice fell on 
the young Duke of Genoa, at the time in 

school in England. The plans moved 
slowly, in part because Prim planned to 
see Napoleon in late summer and hoped 
to be able to discern more accurately the 
views and intentions of the French gov- 
ernment before taking any decisive ac- 
tion. Genoa was not mentioned during 

the interview with Napoleon in Septem- 
ber, but Prim confirmed by other meth- 
ods his impression that the candidacy 
would not be frowned on by the I’rench 

government. Within a week he instructed 
the Spanish representative at Florence to 
press the candidacy with every possible 
means.*! 

It will be recalled that, only a few days 
before, Prim had used Saldanha to repeat 

the offer of the crown to Fernando, after 
having induced Napoleon to express his 
approval of the proposal. At the same 
time he permitted Salazar to seek out 
Werthern in Bavaria to investigate the 

possibilities of a Hohenzollern prince. 
Prim’s conduct can be explained only by 
his determination to keep several ave- 
nués open in order to avoid a repetition 
of the disappointments already met and 

Briefe, 1, 1; Sypet, VII, 301; BeErNuARont, VIIT, 319 

For various documents on the noncommittal atti 

tude of the other powers see also APP, X, 209-10, 

214-16, 219-20, 225-26. 
3! BERMEJO, I, 586-87; BERNHARDI, LX, 192-93, 

201-3; VERA y Gonzatez, II, 121-22; Stern, X, 

300, 304; Lauser, I, 197, 203-4. 
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by his need of some tangible negotiation 
which he could use at home to controvert 
the demands of the opposition.*® The 
Genoa candidacy was an expedient, 
undertaken with lukewarm interest and 
considerable qualms about its reception 
by the nation. 

Napoleon took much the same atti- 
tude; whereas at first it had been feared 
that the election of a Savoyard prince 
would add too much to Victor Em- 
manuel’s influence, it now seemed oppor- 
tune to express agreement with his 
ambitions in Spain. Napoleon’s hand 
was forced by the practical necessity of 
cultivating as much good will as possible 
at Florence, in the hope that the Italian 
government would change its attitude 
toward the triple alliance project. It was 
on September 24 that Victor Emmanuel, 
Franz Joseph, and Napoleon, by the 
exchange of personal letters of friendship 
and solidarity, took the step that Napo- 
leon vainly hoped might lead to an alli- 
ance. The Italian cabinet differed with 
the king both on the alliance with France 
and on the election of an Italian prince as 
king of Spain, but the emperor could at 
least use every effort to keep the friend- 
ship of Victor Emmanuel, in case a 
change of ministry might later bring a 
revision of the Italian position. To re- 
move any doubt about his co-operation, 
in early November Napoleon replied to 
questions from Madrid that he was pre- 
pared¥to recognize a legally elected 
sovereign and was sympathetic to the 
Genoa candidacy.** 

® Mercier to Tour d’Auvergne, Oct. 8, 1869, 

O.D., XXV, 313-14. 

83Layard to Clarendon, Nov. 21, 1869, F.O. 
72/1336, No. 2; Ovxivier, XI, 563-64, and XII, 

276-77, 324-25; La Gorce, VI, 155, 192; SyBEx, 
VII, 301-2; Bernuarp, VIII, 391, and IX, 193; 

Bermejo, I, 1058; Fester, Neue Beitrdge, pp. 142- 
43. 
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His assent was as much influenced by 
ulterior motives and as apathetic as 
Prim’s. For Napoleon there was a danger 
in having a Savoyard king in Madrid, 
should the Roman problem reach a 
crisis. He would face the alternatives of 
backing down completely on his protec- 
tion of the papacy or countering the im- 
patient forces of Italian nationalism. He 
knew that Prussia would miss no chance 
of profiting from French-Italian discord 
over Rome, and it might be fatal to have 
a third enemy in Spain. None of the ad- 
vantages which would accrue to I’rance 
from a Bourbon restoration would ac- 
company the election of the Duke of 
Genoa. It could only avert the greater 
danger of Montpensier or a republic. 

The Alfonsist cause, however, had 
gained little ground, and the future was 
full of uncertainty. Napoleon knew there 
was small chance that a Savoyard king 
would furnish such cohesive influence as 
was essential to restore order in Spanish 
politics. He would have as a primary ob- 
stacle the disdain or cold uninterest of 
Spaniards. That consideration made it 
safe policy for the emperor to let the 
candidacy go unopposed, with the likeli- 
hood that it would never come to fruition 
because of the Spaniards themselves.*‘ 
The game proved safe enough, for the 

Spanish government suffered great hu- 
miliation when, in January 1870, after 
the candidacy had been announced offi- 
cially to Europe’s chancelleries, it sud- 
denly collapsed because of the combined 
opposition of the young duke’s mother, 
the Lanza ministry in Florence, and the 
Italian press. This time France could not 
be blamed. The French government at 
the last moment had interposed a friend- 

84 Mercier to Tour d’Auvergne, Oct. 8, 1869, 

O.D., XXV, 313; Otivrer, XII, 71; Fester, 
‘‘Bismarck und die Hohenzollernsche Thronkandi- 

datur,”’ loc cit., p. 35. 
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ly word with the Italian government.” 
At no time had Napoleon issued a veto as 
he had done with every other possibility. 

VI 

Napoleon’s amiability rested basically, 
however, on the conviction that no 

danger threatened from Italy. It will be 
recalled that the following May he simu- 
lated approval of the renewed attempt to 
secure Fernando’s consent to accept the 
crown. When that attempt failed, the 
situation in Spain was static for months, 
and on May 17 Mercier could report that 
everything had fallen throwgh—Fer- 

nando, Espartero, and a move at Flor- 
ence. There was one small cloud: “I have 

been assured that Prim very secretly had 
some démarches made to the House of 
Hohenzollern in order to obtain the con- 

sent of a prince of the Sigmaringen 
branch to enter the lists; but here he 

seems to have been no more fortunate. 

Thus a foreign prince is at least for the 
moment completely out of the ques- 
tion.’’ The French had been instrument- 

al in closing the door on a succession of 

alternatives. There remained, however, 

this final uneasiness over the recurrent 

8 Mercier to Daru, Jan. 5, 1870, O.D., XXVI, 

154-55; ONcKEN, III, 387; O.D., XXVI, 161n.; 

D. Modesto LAFUENTE and D. Juan VALERA, 

Historia general de Espana (Barcelona, 1890), VI, 

650; StrerN, X, 304; OLtivieR, XII, 323-25; 

BerMEJO, I, 839, 995-96; Prrata, III, 401-2; 

VERA Y GoNnzALEz, IT, 122-23; SyBex, VII, 301-3; 

Fester, Briefe, 1, 37, 43; Brecker, Relaciones 

exteriores, III, 46-48. 

* Mercier to Gramont, May 17, 1870, O.D., 
XXVIII, 291-93. This was the first indication that 

Mercier had gotten wind of the negotiations begun 

by Prim the previous February. 
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rumors concerning Leopold During June 
Mercier was beseiged with orders from 
Paris to find out all there was to the 

story. It so occupied the attention of the 
French that their own plans for Spain 
were for the moment sidetracked. Mer- 

cier was sure that no matter what was in 

the wind Prim would not act until he had 

talked with Napoleon in Vichy at the end 
of July, when Prim also wanted to see 
the empress and “‘tell her the whole truth 
about Prince Alfonse, in whom I know 

she is interested.’’*’ As to the possibilities 
of a Prussian candidate, Mercier re- 

ported on June 24 that it was a project 
which had existed, was momentarily 
abandoned, but might be renewed. It 

would be a reverse for which he could not 

be consoled; but, ‘‘although I think M 

de Bismarck very capable of it, I really 

cannot understand why he would risk an 
adventure where after all he has so much 

to lose and so little to gain. I foresee that 

a Hohenzollern will have trouble im- 
planting himself in Spain, but one must 
be on guard. Later we shall be able to 

think about the candidacy of Prince 
Alfonso.”’*® For Mercier and the empire 
there was to be no “later,”’ for in four 

wecks the war with Prussia had begun 
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87 Mercier to Gramont, June 25, 1870, O.D. 

XXVIII, 423 

88 Mercier to Gramont, June 24, 1870, OLLivieR, 
XIII, 578; same, June 23 and June 25, O.D., XXVII, 

404-12, 423; Fester, Briefe, 1, 113. The best general 

account of the Hohenzollern candidacy is in Lorp; 

see also Hermann HESSELBARTH, Drei psychologische 

Fragen sur spanischen Thronkandidatur Leopolds von 
Hohensollern (Leipzig, 1913) and, for the earlier pe 

riod, the article by FrAumM cited above. 
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THE CONSTITUTIONAL AND POLITICAL PROBLEMS OF THE 

SECOND CHANCELLOR, LEO VON CAPRIVI 

CHARLOTTE SEMPELL 

EO VON CAPRIVI, the second chan- 
cellor of the German Reich, held 

his position for only four years. 
The term “new course”’ has been applied 
to this period to indicate that fundamen- 
tal changes, as compared with the gov- 
ernment of Bismarck, took place in it. 
The period has been studied largely from 
the point of view of international rela- 
tions because here the changes were most 
conspicuous. The lapse of the reinsurance 
treaty with Russia marked the end not 
only of a treaty but of the European sys- 
tem of foreign policy as Bismarck had 
conceived it. Otherwise Caprivi is known 
as the man of the commercial treaties and 
as the chancellor who succeeded in laying 
the groundwork for one of the most im- 
portant military reorganizations that the 
Bismarckian Reich witnessed. He him- 
self considered these as his main suc- 
cesses,' but his chancellorship marked a 
turning point in German history in a 
more comprehensive way. It has been 
regarded as the beginning of the personal 
regime of William IT.? By the very act of 
dismissing Bismarck the emperor had 
indicated his intention to take a leading 
role in the direction of the government; 

his character, however, was ill fitted for a 

consistent personal regime. His well- 
known aversion toward systematic work, 
his impulsiveness, his  suggestibility, 
made him less a director of government 
than a hindrance to all chancellors from 

1Letter to Max Schneidewin, Sept. 9, 1894, 
Deutsche Revue, XLVII, No. 2 (1922), 140. 

2Erich Eyck, Das persinliche Regiment Wil- 
helms II: Politische Geschichte des deutschen Kaiser- 

reiches von 1890-1914, (Zurich, 1948), pp. 15-16. 

then on.* The deepest significance of the 
turning point lay in the fact that only 
now did it need to be demonstrated that 
the constitution which Bismarck had 
given to the Reich could be made to 
work by normal men, as Caprivi himself 
expressed it.‘ 

Bismarck had never considered con- 
stitutional issues as having fundamental 
importance. He denied that there was 
any objective interpretation of the con- 
stitution and considered that he, as the 
maker of the constitution, was the only 
authority fit to interpret it.° He seems to 
have regarded the constitution as a set of 
rules which was to be accepted as long as 
he could achieve his objectives with it; if 
it did not work as desired, he felt free to 

change it.® The result of this attitude was 
that the second chancellor took over the 
government with a constitution which 

had not been developed to serve as a 
fundamental law; and although the ques- 
tion of a constitutional change did not 

cease to be an issue—Caprivi fell because 
he refused to adopt such a course—he, 
like all chancellors after him, regarded 

the constitution as such a law. It had to 

3 [bid., pp. 61-62. 

‘Letter to Max Schneidewin, Dec. 28, 1894, 

Deutsche Revue, XLVII, No. 2 (1922), 141-42. 

5 Note of the deputy for Hamburg, Maring, 
about his and Wolfsohn’s conversation with Bis- 
marck on May 6, 1880 (Hans GoLpscumipt, Das 
Reich und reussen im Kampf um die Fiihrung: 

Von Bismarck bis 1918 {Berlin, 1931], p. 76). 

6 Witness the plans for a coup d’état at the time 
of his dismissal. The most comprehensive account is 
found in Egmont Zecuurn, S/aatsstreichpline 
Bismarcks und Wilhelms I]., 1890-1894 (Stuttgart 

and Berlin, 1929), Part I, ‘‘Bismarcks Sturz.”’ 
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be so; the stability no longer lodging in 
the ruling personality had to be safe- 
guarded by the constitution. The ques- 
tion was only whether the constitution as 
it was, was fit to be a fundamental law. 

As Egmont Zechlin pointed out, the con- 
stitutional setup of the Bismarckian 
Reich was just as complicated as his al- 
liance system.’ Caprivi, who changed the 
alliance system because, as he said, he 
could not play with five balls, only with 
two,” failed to realize that the same ap- 
plied to the constitution and never con- 
ceived the idea of reducing the number of 
balls he had to play with there. 

The Reich had been founded as a fed- 
eration of sovereign states.’ The basic 
structure had been adapted from the old 
Germanic Confederation. Bismarck, in- 

deed, took the constitution of the Con- 

federation and reformed it in order to 
serve his purposes. Some of the changes 
he introduced, however, proved to be 
more fundamental than he intended 
them to be and gave the Reich a more 
unitary character than had been his in- 
tention. As the Confederation had been 
headed by the supreme authority of the 
bundestag, so the Reich was by the 
bundesrat. It was the same assembly of 
diplomatic representatives of the feder- 
ated states, and its chief function was to 

make laws whose execution remained 
largely a concern of the member states; 
the Confederation had functioned under 
the leadership of Austria, the Reich un- 

7 ZECHLIN, p. 88. 

8 Wilhelm von ScHwErnitz, (ed.) Denkwiirdig- 
keiten des Botschaflers General von Schweinits (Berlin, 

1927), II, 404. 

® For the following compare the analysis of the 
federal nature of the Reich by the Bavarian am- 

bassador to the bundesrat, Hugo, Graf LERCHEN- 

FELD-KOEFERING: Erinnerungen und Denkwiirdig- 
keiten, 1843-1925, edited by his nephew Hugo, Graf 
LERCHENFELD-KOEFERING (Berlin, 1935), pp. 184- 

95. 

235 

der that of Prussia. Austria, however, 

had always had to reckon with the ri- 
valry of Prussia, but Prussia’s position in 
the new Reich was overwhelming. She 

was six times as big as the second largest 

state, Bavaria, and, as a consequence, 
dominated the bundesrat in a much more 
absolute fashion. Furthermore, Bis- 

marck had introduced another body 
which would share the lawmaking func- 
tions of the bundesrat, the reichstag, 

elected by universal manhood suffrage 
and secret ballot. This was partly a con- 
cession to the demand for popular repre- 
sentation and popular participation in 
government, but it was also intended as 

a unifying factor to counterbalance par- 
ticularist tendencies of the member 
states. The position of the chancellor, the 
other unifying factor, had not been in- 

troduced by Bismarck but by the consti- 
tutional reichstag.’® Bismarck, character- 

istically, accepted the change under the 
condition that he would be the chancel- 
lor. The chancellor was the only minister 
of the Reich. He was nominated by the 
emperor and for his tenure of office was 
entirely dependent on the will of the 
ruler—a dependency which became ac- 
tual only when William II ascended the 
throne, as Bismarck experienced to his 
dismay. The chancellor’s chief function 
was directing the foreign affairs of the 
Reich, constitutionally reserved for the 
emperor, who was also head of the army 
and navy. Commercial and tariff ques- 
tions were also his prerogatives. Theoret- 
ically the emperor could have held the 
leading strings in all these fields; practi- 
cally he always had considerable influ- 
ence in military and, later, naval mat- 
ters, but left foreign affairs and interna- 
tional commercial relations to the chan- 

10 Heinrich von SyBeL, Die Begriindung des 
deutschen Reiches durch Wilhelm I (3d ed.; Munich 

and Berlin, 1913), VI, 66. 
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cellor except for certain well-known and 
nearly always disastrous gestures. Con- 
stitutionally speaking, the chancellor was 
the executive minister of the emperor. As 
such, he had the chairmanship in the 
bundesrat, which carried no vote. He was 
required to countersign the laws which 
had to be passed both by bundesrat and 
reichstag and then signed by emperor 
and chancellor, which meant that, since 

his tenure of office depended on the will 
of the emperor, he instead of the emperor 
became the target for any public criti- 
cism. As chairman of the bundesrat, it 
was his function to represent that body 
in the reichstag, though any other mem- 
ber of the bundesrat could and did ap- 
pear in the reichstag to defend the laws 
which were initiated in the bundesrat. 
The chancellor, on the other hand, pre- 
sented to the bundesrat the laws initiated 
in the reichstag. 

The chancellor’s function as chairman 
of the bundesrat, however, did not give 

him influence in that body. In practice 
the chairmanship was nearly always dele- 
gated to the secretary of internal affairs. 
The real power in the bundesrat resided 
in the prisidium. Just as Austria had 
held these functions in the bundestag, so 

Prussia held them here. She had seven- 
teen voices out of a total of fifty-two. 
The voices of each state were dependent 

on the decision of the ministry of that 
state and represented the position of the 
state on the question under considera- 
tion. Consequently, all the votes of a 
state had the same content and were 
counted as a whole. The foreign minister 
of Prussia instructed the Prussian voices; 

consequently, in order to have the real 
power in the bundesrat, the chancellor of 
the Reich had to be the Prussian foreign 

minister. This combination was always 
maintained even during the periods when 
Bismarck and Caprivi were not minister- 
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presidents of Prussia. Just as there was a 
personal union in the figure of the kaiser 
who was king of Prussia, so there was 

this union of offices of chancellor and 
Prussian foreign minister. The only re- 
sponsible minister of the Reich got his 
power and influence from his Prussian 
position." The importance of Prussia can 
best be gauged by the fact that the most 

important secretaries of state (Staates- 
sekretire), the heads of the offices of the 
Reich, who were nominated by the chan- 
cellor and his subordinates, also became 

members of the Prussian ministry, so 
that they could represent Prussia in the 
bundesrat.” This enabled the officers of 
the Reich to become chairmen of the dif- 
ferent bundesrat committees, where all 

important discussions took place. All 
committees except the committee on for- 
eign affairs, where a Bavarian presided, 
were chaired by Prussian delegates. 

It is not the place here to discuss the 
unsuccessful attempts of Bismarck to 
make the Reich less dependent on Prus- 
sia, which became, in fact, the greatest 

particularist influence; but a word has to 
be said about the structure of the Prus- 
sian ministry. 

Prussia’s constitution dated back to 
the year 1850. The ministry or minister- 
council, as it was called, had a collegiate 

character.!’ This meant that the minis- 
ter-president directed the deliberations 
but had only one voice just like all the 
other ministers. It meant also that the 
ministers had separately the right to con- 
fer with the king who nominated them. 

In questions of great importance the 
king could assemble the ministry as a 
crown-council and, if he found the neces- 
sary support of the majority of the min- 

1 Bismarck to the Prussian delegates in the 

bundesrat, Jan. 27, 1885 (GoLtpscumip?, p. 310). 

2 GOLDSCHMIDT, p. 24. 

13 Thid., p. 94. 
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isters, force his will upon the minister- 
president.'* With the above-mentioned 
exceptions, which did not prove work- 

able, the minister-president was always 
the chancellor. The combination of of- 
fices was a necessity ; without the decisive 
influence in the Prussian ministry, the 
chancellor had no basis of power. This 
influence could be attained only through 
a constant close contact with the differ- 
ent Prussian ministers. The minister- 
presidency in the hands of another per- 
son undermined the position of the chan- 
cellor, as became evident in the crisis 
which involved Caprivi and Botho von 
Eulenburg. 

As minister-president the chancellor 
also had to defend the policy of the min- 
ister-council in the Prussian parliament. 
The upper house could always be brought 
into line by creating new members, the 
lower house or house of representatives 
presented the same problems as_ the 
reichstag. Laws were, of course, intro- 

duced by the respective ministers, but 
the minister-president could and often 
did support one or the other of his col- 
leagues. The Prussian house of represent- 
atives was elected according to the 

three-class franchise which worked in 
favor of the landowning Junkers. What 
chiefly favored them, and the longer the 
more, proportionately, was a combina- 
tion of the franchise, which gave a 

greater number of seats to the wealthy 

classes, and the antiquated system of 
electoral districts, which favored the 
landowning classes over the industrial 

population.” The result was the domina- 
tion of the Prussian house by the con- 

4A. Kiderlen-Wachter to F. v. Holstein, July 

31, 1891, Friedrich von HousTein, Lebensbekenntnis 

in Briefen an eine Frau, ed. Helmuth Rocce (Ber- 

lin, 1932), p. 159 

6 Hans Delbriick in ScuuttHess, Europdischer 

Geschichtskalender (new ser.; Berlin, 1893), p. 348. 

(Hereafter cited as ‘‘Schulthess.’’) 
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servative parties. Indirectly this influ- 
enced the situation in the reichstag. Ow- 

ing to the personal union of Prussian and 
Reich government, it became inconceiv- 

able that the Reich could be governed 

without the support of the conserva- 
tives. In the reichstag they were only a 
small party, but, because of their posi- 
tion in Prussia, they became there, too, 
the government party par excellence as 
Caprivi found out when he tried to do 

without them. 

To sum it up: the chancellor was 
placed between emperor, bundesrat, and 
reichstag in order to legislate and direct 

the affairs of the Reich. For his position 
in the bundesrat he needed the support 
of Prussia. He had to handle the em- 

peror, the Prussian ministry and house of 

representatives, and the reichstag and 

bring all these factors into working agree- 

ment. The system was quite to the liking 
of Bismarck, who enjoyed a situation 
where he could play one against the 
other, but, as far as internal affairs were 
concerned, even his term of office cannot 

be considered a success. His successor, 

who lacked his prestige and personality, 
found the task much more difficult, and 
it is small wonder that the internal af- 
fairs of the Reich became, in the long 

run, more and more provisional, avoiding 

basic reforms. 
When Caprivi took over the office, he 

had to make a quick decision in the field 
of foreign affairs. Negotiations about the 

renewal of the reinsurance treaty had 
been started by Bismarck in a desperate 
attempt to forestall his dismissal.'® Capri- 
vi’s training and career had never 

brought him into any contact with inter- 
national relations. A career general, he 

had held for several years the post of 
chief of the admiralty, where he had had 

occasion to work with both the reichstag 

16 ZECHLIN, p. 81. 
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and the emperor. His relations with the 
reichstag had been smooth, as he con- 
ceived the role of the German navy to be’ 
mainly one of coastal protection, but he 
had resigned when William IT ascended 
the throne because William’s attitude to- 
ward the navy was opposed to his.’’ The 
fact certainly did not augur well for his 
relationship with his monarch. Foreign 
affairs had been so exclusively the con- 
cern of Bismarck and his son that there 
was actually nobody to take over with 
any real understanding of the basic con- 
cepts. The only career diplomat who was 
thought able enough, Count Hatzfeld, 

ambassador in London, could not become 
secretary of state on account of his 
straitened financial circumstances.'* Al- 
fred Freiherr Marschall von Bieberstein 
was chosen for this post; he was a lawyer 
from Baden who had been ambassador at 
the bundesrat, but he was poorly 
equipped to deal with questions of inter- 
national relations. The obvious conse- 

quence was that both Caprivi and Mar- 
schall had to rely on the expert knowledge 
of the subordinate functionaries of the 

foreign office. Here the figure of the coun- 
cilor Friedrich von Holstein became 

prominent. Caprivi, who certainly did 
not shun responsibility, asked for infor- 
mation on the pending question. All the 
councilors of the Wilhelmstrasse and, in 

the end, even the ambassador in St. Pe- 

tersburg, Count Schweinitz, were of the 

opinion that the treaty with Russia was 
not compatible with the obligations to- 
ward Austria, Italy, and Roumania."® 

17 Rudolf Arnpt, Die Reden des Grafen von 
Caprivi im deutschen Reichstag, Preussischem Land- 
tag und bei besonderen Gelegenheiten, 1883-1893 
(Berlin, 1894), p. 9. 

18 Hohenlohe diary, Mar. 22, 1890, Denkwiirdig- 

keiten des Fiirsten Hohenlohe Schillingsfirst, ed. 

Friedrich Curtius (Stuttgart, 1907), II, 463. 

(Hereafter cited as ‘“Hohenlohe, Denkwiirdig- 

keiten.”’) 

19 ScHWEINITZ, IT, 404. 
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Schweinitz indicated that he supported 
Caprivi chiefly in order to make it pos- 
sible for him to assume office,?° for the 

emperor had already notified the Russian 
ambassador, Schuvalov, that the treaty 
would be renewed.” Caprivi, of course, 
could not have stayed if the opinion of 
the emperor had prevailed, but the latter 
gave in. Apart from the resulting change 
in Germany’s position in Europe, which 
has been fully analyzed and need not be 
discussed here, Caprivi started the un- 
healthy practice of leaving foreign policy 
decisions virtually in the hands of sub- 
ordinates who never faced public opin- 
ion. Holstein was not even known to the 
emperor. Caprivi was aware of the fact, 
but when he tried to get rid of Holstein, 

he met with resistance from Marschall, 

who declared him indispensable.” The 
direction which German foreign relations 

took under Caprivi was, nevertheless, 

quite in agreement with his conceptions. 
To a later generation Caprivi’s calm ac- 
ceptance of the splitting of Europe into 
two opposite camps reveals a military 
rather than a diplomatic approach. It led 
Caprivi to reject all the later offers of the 
Russians, by which Giers, the foreign 
minister, tried to get some manifesta- 
tion, however vague, of German political 
sympathy.” Caprivi’s handling of these 
grave matters proved that the constitu- 

0 Thid., p. 400 n. 

1 Thid., pp. 405-6. 

2 Tbid., p.443; and Heinrich Otto MEISNER (ed.), 
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TuimMeE (Berlin, 1923), VII, 29-33. A comparison 
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Kiderlen, and Raschdau, all of May 20, 1890 (ibid., 
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office inclined to be dilatory. 
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tion of the Reich required a chancellor 
who was familiar with the diplomatic 
field and capable in it. 

In the area of domestic affairs Caprivi 
took over at a time when financial and 
administrative reforms in Prussia were 
overdue; there had been a certain inertia 

in Prussian politics during the last years 
of Bismarck. Here the new minister- 
president took the initiative; a set of laws 
was introduced and, during the following 

years brought through the Prussian legis- 

lature, which made Prussia, with a ra- 

tional progressive income tax, financially 
the strongest state in the empire.** The 
rural community law, though devised to 

break the overwhelming influence of the 

Junkers in the eastern provinces, achieved 
only half its aim because of the resistance 
of the Conservatives.” It is significant 

that Caprivi made the statement of prin- 
ciples with which he wished to govern in 
the Prussian house and not in the reich- 
stag. He stated that the course would not 

be changed but announced that natu- 

rally, with the disappearance of the over- 
bearing personality of Bismarck, the col- 
legiate character of the ministry would 
be brought out more, and there would 
be more room for personalities.%7 This 
was indeed the case, as Hohenlohe noted 

on one of his visits to Berlin.”’ Further- 
more, Caprivi announced that he would 

work with whichever party would sup- 
port him. This statement characterized 
his attitude toward the parties in the 
reichstag as well, but it did not make his 

fortune, because he never created a re- 
liable bloc of parties who supported him 
as Bismarck had always taken care to do. 

24 Nov. 14, 1890, ScnuttHess (1890), p.163. 
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With the reichstag he had no major 
difficulties during the first two years. He 
had inherited a project of army reor- 
ganization which the minister of war, 
Julius Verdy du Vernois, had prepared. 
It called for a substantial increase in 
cadres, in order to make universal mili- 

tary training once again a reality. Under 
the existing circumstances a considerable 

number of the yearly recruits had to be 
exempted because there was no room in 
the old formations for the growing num- 
ber of young men. Verdy had planned the 
reform within the existing law of a three- 

year service period.” Caprivi was at once 
convinced that the reichstag would sever 

grant the necessary funds; as he did not 
want to start his career by testing the 
reichstag on such a vital question, the 
first year he brought in a bill calling for 
only a very limited increase in men.” 
During the discussions Verdy hinted of 
bigger plans in the making.*® This cre- 
ated so bad an impression that Caprivi 
had to deny the existence of such plans.*! 
Waldersee noted in his diary that Caprivi 
lied and that the reichstag had shown 

that it wanted to hear lies.** He was 
wrong, as Caprivi had been careful to ex- 
plain that all further plans were as yet 
only ideas on which he had not taken a 
stand and which had not been considered 
by the federated governments. The re- 
sult was a strained relationship with 
Verdy, who felt himself deserted, and 
only in order to keep up the appearance 
that he was not sacrificed to the reich- 

28 Speech of Caprivi in the reichstag, Nov. 23, 
1892, Stenographische Berichte tiber die Verhand 

lungen des Reichstags (VIII. Legislaturperiode, 1st 
sess.) (Berlin, 1890), pp. 7-20. (Hereafter cited 

as ‘‘Sten. Ber.’’) 
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stag was he kept in office until October, 
when he was replaced by Lieutenant- 
General Kaltenborn-Stachau.** At the 
end of June the bill was accepted by a 
majority of 211 to 128. Only a minority 
of the crucial Center party had voted 
against it. At the same time, however, 

the so-called ‘Windhorst resolutions” 
were passed. These resolutions asked the 
government not to establish an effective 

universal military training, to abolish the 
septennate, and to introduce a legal two- 

year term for the infantry.** The passing 
of these resolutions meant that the chan- 
cellor had to put them before the bundes- 
rat for consideration. Politically speak- 
ing, it was a decisive declaration against 

Verdy’s plans. Caprivi was inclined to 
compromise. The first resolution he 
would not accept; the second he thought 
was without practical importance, as the 
government itself had not kept the sep- 
tennate; and the third he thought ac- 

ceptable as the majority of foot soldiers 
served only two years and then were put 
at disposition.” Here he ran into difficul- 
ties with the kaiser. Although the latter 

had consented to the removal of Verdy, 
he was not willing to make concessions 

on the question of duration of service.* 
William II was haunted by memories of 
the conflict with the Prussian diet in the 
early sixties, and he did not want to 

abandon his grandfather’s principles. 
The chancellor had to contend with the 
influence of the emperor’s military cabi- 
net,*’ and for the time being all further 

33 Tbid. 
Vote and resolutions, Sten, Ber. (VIIJ, 1), 

pp. 547-48. 
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legislation in military affairs was post- 
poned. 

If the military had thought that in the 
general they had a chancellor who would 
favor them on all counts, they were mis- 
taken, as the conflict with Waldersee was 

soon to prove. Waldersee, with his 
friend, General Albrecht von Stosch, be- 

longed to that class of officers which 

cherishes political ambitions. When it 
became clear that Bismarck would have 
to go, Stosch thought that Waldersee 

would be the best successor.** Waldersee, 

who was chief of the general staff, in 
which position he had succeeded Helmut 
von Moltke, used all channels in order to 

get inside political information. Among 
his informants were the military attachés 
who were nominated by the general staff 
but functioned inside the framework of 
the diplomatic corps. These attachés sent 
political reports to Waldersee and the 
kaiser which were not passed through the 
foreign office.*® Caprivi had too much 
sense of order and due procedure to toler- 
ate such interference. He therefore sent a 
circular note to all embassies defining the 

position of the military attachés as sub- 
ordinate to the ambassador or his sub- 
stitute and asked that they confine their 
reports to military affairs.‘? Waldersee 
agreed on a cipher with those attachés on 

whose discretion he could count and con- 
tinued as before.*! The emperor himself 
did not stand unconditionally with 
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Caprivi in this matter, for he remarked 
that the attachés in St. Petersburg, Vien- 

na, Rome, and Paris were also his per- 
sonal adjutants and as such could con- 

tinue to report directly to him.* Walder- 
see from this time on speaks of the chan- 
cellor only in terms of great disgust. The 
consequence of the struggle was the re- 

moval of Waldersee from his post as chief 
of staff to an army command. His bad 
relations with Caprivi did not make him 
a chief of staff who would co-operate on 
the pending great army bill. 

This bill was not introduced into the 
reichstag until late in 1892. Meanwhile, 
the discussions behind the scenes went 

on. Responsibility for any military bill 
rested, in the first instance, with the 
Prussian minister of war, whom the chief 

of staff assisted in so far as technical de- 
tails were concerned. For the financial 
side the secretary of the treasury of the 
Reich had to be consulted, the chancellor 
had his word to say about the political 
situation, and, finally, the emperor had 
to give his consent as supreme com- 
mander of the army.” It was natural 

that Caprivi, the general, took a greater 

part in framing the bill than was for- 
mally required. The new war minister, 
Kaltenborn, as well as the new chief of 

staff, Alfred Graf von Schlieffen, did not 

participate to any great extent. Caprivi 
worked chiefly with Major-General von 
Gossler, who was then director of the 
war department.** In August 1891, the 
Chancellor put the dilemma squarely be- 
fore the emperor: Should and could one 
risk a conflict with the reichstag over the 
issue of the three-year service period? 

® WALDERSEE, Denkwiirdigkeiten, II, 166-67. 

48 Ludwig Riidt von COLLENBERG, ‘‘Die deutsche 
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Caprivi thought not. The emperor still 
refused to give in. Gossler then hit on the 

expedient of retaining the legal three- 
year period but actually releasing all foot 
soldiers after two years.“ It was not until 
October 15, 1892, however, that the bill 

was finally sanctioned by the emperor.” 
Meanwhile, many things had happened 
which were not without influence on the 
attitude of William IT. 

The year 1891 saw the successful con- 
clusion of the first series of commercial 
treaties. German commercial relations at 
the time were based only partly on spe- 
cial tariff agreements mostly with non- 
European countries. With Austria, Bel- 

gium, the Netherlands, and France the 

tariff policy was regulated by the most- 
favored-nation clause. The system hinged 
upon the French treaty, which was to 
expire in 1892, and after that it was not 
foreseeable how conditions would devel- 
op. Free-trade England presented no 
problem, Russia had always refused any 

treaty agreements, and the United States 
had turned protectionist with the Mc- 
Kinley tariff.” 

This situation provided the impulse 
for the conclusion of the commercial 
treaties, but Caprivi’s policy was moti- 
vated by more than economic considera- 
tions. The first series of agreements, 

which were concluded with Austria, 
Italy, and Belgium, had as a chief aim 

the cementing of the Triple Alliance by 
economic co-operation. It was Caprivi’s 
conviction that in modern times alliances 
could not be based on the will of the gov- 

ernments alone, but, if they were to sur- 
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vive the supreme test of war for which 
they were designed—at least that was 
his opinion of the purpose of alliances— 
they had to have a firm foundation in the 
feeling of the nations. Nothing was suited 
so well to influence the mass of the people 
as economic ties which translated politi- 
cal friendship into everyday economic 
contact.*” His vision went even further. 
He saw Europe threatened by the fast- 
developing new great economic units of 
Russia and the United States. Therefore 
his ultimate dream was to unite Europe 
economically in face of these great new 
economic entities. The old concept of the 
comity of European nations was here 
transposed from the political into the 
economic realm. That was in accordance 
with Caprivi’s concept of the importance 
of economics, which was surprisingly 

modern for a man of his training and 

background. Waldersee even ioted once 

that his plan was to achieve the United 
States of Europe, toward which end the 
commercial treaties were only the first 
step. We have no way of deciding 
whether he really had such a dream be- 
cause we have no public utterances from 
him to this point as he destroyed all his 
personal notes on leaving office®! and re- 
fused to write his memoirs.*? However 
that may be, this conception could be 
carried out only if France was included 
in the treaty system, a possibility which 
had not the remotest chance. Instead, he 
succeeded in concluding a treaty with 
Russia which, aside from the obvious 
economic content, was designed to serve 
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as a substitute for the lapsed reinsurance 
treaty.” 

The years 1890 and 1891 had been 
years of bad harvests, with a consequent 
rise in bread prices. A public clamor 
arose for the suspension of the existing 
high tariff on grain, possible under the 
existing law which, in the event of an 
exorbitant rise of prices, provided for 
just such a measure.’ At various times 
the matter was discussed both in the 
reichstag and in the Prussian house, and 
Caprivi refused any temporary reduc- 
tion, as it would deprive him of his chief 
bargaining position.” Politically speak- 
ing, the economic situation favored his 

policy, since the Conservatives, repre- 
senting landowning interests, were will- 

ing to tolerate his treaties, which at this 
time presented the lesser evil. They were 
well aware of the fact that it would be 
easy to suspend the tariffs but hard to 
impose them again after the emergency 
was over. Nevertheless, the agricultural 

organizations registered their protest, 
whereas the industrial sector supported 
the treaties.°° This was natural because, 

for the first time in German history, the 
treaties favored industry and not agricul- 
ture as the result of the changing eco- 

nomic structure of the Reich. The census 
of 1895 was to show that the population 
gainfully employed in industry was now 
slightly larger than in agriculture. Or, as 

Caprivi put it, Germany had to export 
men or goods.*’ Nevertheless, Caprivi’s 
commercial policy seemed politically un- 

wise because it brought the chancellor 
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into conflict with the Conservatives, who, 
owing to the curious political structure 
of the Reich, had a disproportionate in- 
fluence in public affairs. As Lerchenfeld, 
the Bavarian representative at the 
bundesrat, noted, Caprivi had worked 
industriously through the whole complex 
statistical material and had come to the 
conclusion that the treaties were the an- 
swer for Germany’s economic needs, and 

nothing could deter him from pursuing 

a course which he conceived as the right 

one in the interest of the nation.®> This 
attitude is characteristic of the man. He 
held fast to his concept that it was his 
duty to see to it that the legislation he 
thought necessary was passed, regardless 
of the political constellations. In fact, the 
treaties passed the reichstag with an 
overwhelming majority against the votes 
of the majority of Conservatives, all anti- 
semites, and five National Liberals.°® 
The emperor, well pleased, thanked 
Caprivi by giving him the title of count.® 
The Conservatives were isolated and not 
even united in their opposition. The po- 
litical situation was still basically sound. 
As the same year saw the passage of the 
new income tax law and the rural com- 
munity law in Prussia and, furthermore, 
the Kulturkampf was finally liquidated 
by restoring the blocked money to the 
Catholic church, outwardly Caprivi’s po- 
sition seemed to be as strong as possible.® 

In any case Bismarck had rarely ob- 
tained such overwhelming majorities. 

The figures overshadowed the fact that 

they were varying majorities and that 
the chancellor had not gained the sup- 
port of any stable group of parties. 

The following year brought the deci- 
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sive change in the position of Caprivi, 
when he resigned as Prussian minister- 

president but kept the office of chancellor. 
In January the Prussian minister of cul- 
ture presented to the house of representa- 
tives a new school law unifying and regu- 
lating the organization of the elementary 

schools in Prussia. The main feature of 
the law was strong control of the schools 

by the clergy of the two leading denomi- 

nations. All grade schools were hence- 

forth to be organized on a confessional 

basis and put under the supervision of 
the local clergy. The law was sure to be 
passed, as it had the support of both the 
Catholic Center party and the Conserva- 
tives, but both these forces in their cleri- 

cal aspect had always represented the 
particularist tendencies in the Reich. 
Furthermore, in Prussia, to favor the 

Catholics meant to favor the Poles. The 
law aroused a storm of protest from all 
liberal-minded persons and organizations 

the opposition of the Social Demo- 
crats, here as always, can be discounted, 

since they were regarded as a party fun- 
damentally hostile to the state—who 
were far more numerous than their mere 
party strength indicated.®® Moreover, the 
particularist tendencies in Bavaria 
shouted victory, and the liberal forces, 
loyal supporters of the Reich, felt let 
down by the emperor, who, as Prussian 
king, had not vetoed the proposal.°* The 
situation in the Prussian ministry seems 
to have been precarious. Schulthess 
noted rumors that the law had 
adopted with only one vote majority. 

Normally the question would have 
involved only the minister of culture, 

been 
65 
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Robert Count von Zedlitz-Truschler; but 

Caprivi as minister-president, probably 
on account of the slim majority in the 
ministry, put his weight behind him and 
spoke strongly in favor of the law before 
the house. His point of view was that 
the underlying struggle of the time was 
between atheism and religion, and he 
even hinted that atheism was transcend- 
ing the limits of the Social Democratic 
party. This naturally offended the lib- 
eral-thinking parties all the more, as they 
had just strongly supported Caprivi’s 
commercial policies and counted him as 
one of their own. Caprivi’s disregard for 
et party alignments was backfiring. 

Public opinion was all the more 
aroused as there seemed to be no way of 
hindering the passage of the law in Prus- 
sia. They won an unexpected ally in the 
emperor. Whether or not he was fright- 
ened by the public clamor or made hesi- 
tant by the reactions in Bavaria, which 
Eulenburg, his personal friend and am- 
bassador in Munich, had pointed out to 
him in a, personal letter,” is not clear, but 

he called a crown council and declared 
that he did not wish to have the law 
passed without the support of the middle 
parties.** Thereupon the law was 
doomed, and so was Zedlitz, who re- 

signed.®® 

The affair had more serious conse- 
quences, since the emperor had actually 
disavowed the policy of the Prussian 
minister-president, Caprivi. The latter 
asked to be released from all his offices, as 
he felt let down by William II, on whose 
confidence his position as chancellor de- 
pended. This, of course, did not suit the 

emperor, who had only a few months 
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earlier honored his chancellor and who 
wanted to show that the government 
could carry on without Bismarck. He 
prevailed upon Caprivi to stay as chan- 
cellor and Prussian minister of foreign 
affairs’*—the latter position as a basis of 
power as chancellor. Count Botho Eulen- 
burg, a cousin of Philipp, was appointed 
minister-president.“’ He was a dyed-in- 
the-wool Conservative. 

For the second time in the history of 
the Reich the two offices of chancellor 
and minister-president were separated. 
Caprivi thought it an advantage, for, as 
he put it, the chancellor would no longer 
be involved in every Prussian crisis.’* He 
sought relief from his manifold duties by 
asking permission of the emperor to at- 
tend only those sessions of the Prus- 
sian ministry where affairs concerning 
the Reich were deliberated. The per- 
mission was granted,’* and a simplifi- 
cation of the constitutional setup seemed 
to be achieved. The question remained 
whether it would work. 

Technically, Caprivi’s — optimism 
seemed justified; as foreign minister in 
Prussia he still instructed the Prussian 
votes in the bundesrat, but under the 

collegiate constitution of the ministry he 
could do so only with the concurrence of 
the majority of his colleagues. He argued 
that it was of little importance whether 
he exercised his influence from the pre- 
siding seat or from that of the foreign 
minister, although, because of his plan to 
attend the sessions only when affairs of 
the Reich were concerned, he naturally 

would lose a great deal of personal con- 
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tact and influence, and this made com- 

plete agreement with the minister-presi- 
dent imperative. 

All three parliaments and the bundes- 
rat saw danger in the situation.’”4 The 

only person who was satisfied was the 
Prussian finance minister, Johannes von 
Miquel, who represented the point of 
view most dangerous to the Reich, name- 

ly, that now Prussian interests would no 
longer be hindered by interference from 
the Reich, which, it was thought, fre- 
quently took place for political reasons.” 
This brings us to one of the aspects of 
handling the political parties in Prussia 
and the Reich which probably had 
strongly motivated Caprivi’s support of 
the school law. With the military bill still 
pending, which he knew could not be 
passed through the reichstag without the 
support of the Center party, he had con- 
sistently favored this party and sought 
to erase all resentment still smoldering 
from the time of the ill-fated Kultur- 
kampf. With the school law he could pay 
the Center in Prussia for services he ex- 
pected in the Reich. Had the Center 
party realized one of their fondest wishes 
—to participate in the control of the ele- 
mentary schools in Prussia—it would in- 
deed have been difficult for them to op- 
pose the military bill. It is only one more 
sign of the fundamental political igno- 
rance of persons like Waldersee that he 
rejected such a give-and-take policy as 
abject bargaining.”®© Needless to say, 
Caprivi would not have done any such 
bargaining against his conscience, but it 

seems perfectly legitimate to make use of 
such occasions if they arise. We can only 
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surmise that the final consent of the em- 
peror in October 1892 to the two-year 
service was a kind of compensation for 
Caprivi for his interference in the school 
law. We have no record to prove it, but 
it seems possible that Caprivi now had a 
good case, since he could point out that 
the emperor had spoiled his chances for 
support by the Center, and therefore, as 
the latter was indispensable, it must be 
gained by this concession to the Wind- 
horst resolutions. 

To return to the constitutional conse- 
quences of the separation of offices: it 
gave occasion for the first juridical inter- 
pretation of the constitution, necessary 
now because the maker of the constitu- 
tion was no longer at the helm of the 

state. Caprivi had asked for an opinion 
of the imperial justice department on the 
question of the competence of the chan- 
cellor to initiate laws as chancellor in the 
bundesrat. The department pointed out 
that theoretically (begriflich) the author- 
ity of the Reich was independent of 
Prussia and that the policy of the em- 
peror and the chancellor need not neces- 
sarily coincide with Prussian policies.” 
Therefrom they deduced the right of the 
chancellor to bring legislation before the 

bundesrat, especially such matters as the 
yearly budget, which concerned the 
Reich and not Prussia. They also pointed 
out that, until 1877, Bismarck had ex- 

pressly sanctioned this procedure and 
that even after his condemnation of the 
practice in 1883, because it weakened the 
bundesrat as a federal institution, he still 
used the procedure himself. The signifi- 
cance of the memorandum does not lie in 
any altered position of the various con- 
stitutional factors, as, with or without 
this power of the chancellor, the decision 
on the motions still hinged on the Prus- 

77 Memorandum, Mar. 31, 1892, Go_pscumipt, 
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sian votes, but in the fact that now the 

constitution began to be regarded as a 

set of fundamental laws. 
On the other hand, it soon became evi- 

dent that the functions of chancellor and 
minister-president each had its own in- 
nate logic which tended to become di- 

vergent if vested in two separate persons. 
Differences of opinion arose between 
Caprivi and Eulenburg about the inter- 
pretation of the functions of a Prussian 
foreign minister and his relationship to 
the ministry. On May. 26 Eulenburg 
complained to the minister-council that 
a motion had been put before the bundes- 
rat by the foreign minister without pre- 
viously consulting the council. Eulenburg 
presented the thesis that the foreign 
minister could act only with the consent 
of the ministry. Caprivi protested that, 
as it was the function of the foreign min- 

ister to instruct the Prussian votes in the 
bundesrat, he was responsible for the 

voting and that, in case of conflicting in- 

terests of Prussia and the Reich, he had 
the right to criticize the Prussian deci- 

sion, to try to alter it, or to ask for the 

decision of the king. Since the different 

Prussian ministers were also chairmen of 
the respective bundesrat committees, it 
was important that they should be in- 
structed in accordance with the views of 
the foreign minister and that he should 

have the right to bring any controversial 
issues before the ministry without refer- 
ring it first to the respective minister.”® 
Caprivi did not recognize Eulenburg’s 
claim that all laws had to be submitted 
only after the consent of the minister- 
council. As a constitutional issue the 
question was open to interpretation. 
Caprivi founded his opinion on the col- 
legiate character of the ministry, whose 

7’ Caprivi to Eulenburg, June 23, 1892, GoLp- 
SCHMIDT, p. Eulenburg’s position is sum- 
marized. 
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members were co-ordinated rather than 
subordinated. Eulenburg, as minister- 

president, stressed the character of the 
ministry as a body which, in order to 
function as the Prussian government, 

certainly had to work as a whole. The 
dispute revealed the struggle for power 
between Prussia and the Reich, with 
Caprivi, though arguing here as Prus- 

sian minister, nevertheless representing 

rather the views of the chancellor. Eulen- 
burg’s interpretation would have made 
the Reich into a dependence of Prussia, 
against which Caprivi sought to strength- 

en the central authorities. But Caprivi’s 
concept had the indubitable consequence 
of strengthening the position of the em- 
peror as Prussian king because he be- 
came the arbiter. In this Caprivi con- 
curred with Bismarck, who on the occa- 
sion of the separation of offices, had 
pointed out this consequence.’® Such a 
situation would have required the actual 
participation of William II in the details 
of government in order to assure the 

unity of purpose in this complicated gov- 
ernmental machinery. 

It does not appear that Caprivi had a 
clear idea of the relation between Reich 
officials and Prussian ministers. For in 
July 1892 he rescinded a directive given 
by Bismarck in 1885 that the secretaries 
of state could confer only with the Prus- 
sian foreign minister and not with the 

different departmental ministers about 
the various laws concerning the Reich.” 

This was a_ logical consequence of 
Caprivi’s interpretation of the collegiate 
character of the minister-council, but it 

weakened his own position as foreign 
minister, which he had just sought to re- 
inforce. He added that he was obliged to 

) 

79 Article in Hamburger Nachrichten, Mar. 27, 
1892, in Hermann HormMann, First Bismarck, 1890 

1898 (Stuttgart, 1914), IT, 40. 

8° GOLDSCHMIDT, p. 326. 
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supervise the affairs concerning the 
Reich as chancellor. His idea apparently 
was to let the secretaries of state iron out 

the differences with their opposite num- 
bers in Prussia and then he, as the chan- 

cellor, to whom the secretaries were sub- 

ordinate, would make the decision. The 

difficulty obviously lay in the fact that if 

the secretaries had to abide by his deci- 
sion, the Prussian ministers, who were 

his colleagues, were under no such obliga- 

tion. 

The political bill for the dropping of 
the school law had to be paid immedi- 
ately in the reichstag, which, on March 
29, refused the money for the construc- 
tion of a new Kreuzerkorvette.*! Not 

only the Centrists, however, but also the 

Conservatives were discontented. This 

feeling found its expression in the change 
of the chairman of their leading commit- 

tee of eleven in the reichstag, where 

Count Helldortf was forced to resign and 

Count Manteutfel took his place.*? The 
implication was that the radical wing of 
the party had gained the upper hand. 
The party took up the slogan of anti- 
semitism and bimetallism, both, as 

Caprivi pointed out, demagogic  slo- 
gans.*? Antisemitism had gained ground 

during that year, which brought the 

Ahlwardt and Xanten lawsuits con- 

cerning an alleged ritual murder. As 

Hans Delbriick pointed out, the Con- 

servatives were by nature a government 
party; if they went into opposition, they 
had to look for attractive slogans which 

would attract the masses, and antisemi- 

tism served the purpose.** Caprivi, who 
designated himself a Conservative, de- 

plored the development of the party and 

81 Sten. Ber. (VIII, 1), p. 5091. 

8 May 27, 1892, ScHuLTHESS (1892 

83 Dec. 12, 1892, Sten. Ber. (VIII, 

and 273. 

84 SCHULTHESS (1892), pp. 339-40. 

. p 99, 
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spoke sharply against them in the reich- 
stag. 

The year 1892 also brought the con- 

flict with Bismarck to a climax. Ever 

since he had left office, Bismarck, who 

saw the alterations—-especially in the 
field of foreign affairs—with great mis- 

givings, had raised his voice in the Ham- 

burger Nachrichten in warning. The Ger- 

man people, who had often complained 
about him and his autocratic inclinations 
while he was in office, soon started to 
worship the iron chancellor. Pilgrimages 
to Friedrichsruhe made his residence a 

kind of national shrine. It did not further 
the popularity of Caprivi that he was 
severely criticized from this quarter. 
There was, of course, no possibility of 
silencing the founder of the Reich for an 

age that still knew how to respect the 
great; but, as early as May 1890, 
Caprivi had addressed a circular note to 
the German ambassadors stressing the 

fact that Bismarck’s opinions had no 
longer any actual significance.” This 

letter was published in 1892 together 
with the famous “‘Urias” letter to the 
ambassador in Vienna, Prince 
which was sent in connection with Bis- 

marck’s journey to Vienna to celebrate 

the marriage of his son. On this occasion 

the question arose as to how the different 

Reuss, 

German princes and officials as well as 
Emperor Francis Joseph should treat the 
old statesman. Lerchenfeld was of the 
opinion that, as the quarrel between Bis- 
marck and the emperor was not official, 

the princes should act as if it did not exist 
and receive the former chancellor for the 
sake of public opinion. He discussed the 
matter with Marschall, who agreed with 

him, only to inform him two days later 
that Caprivi did not approve of this 
course, It was the latter’s conviction that 
it would be unworthy of the emperor if 

88 SCHULTHESS (1892), p. 115. 
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the man with whom he lived: in discord 
should be received by Emperor Francis 
Joseph or the German princes.” Accord- 
ingly, the so-called “Urias” letters were 
written, one by Caprivi, instructing the 
ambassador in Vienna to confine himself 
in his dealings with Bismarck to his of- 

ficial duties. This was especially hard for 
Prince Reuss because he was a personal 
friend of the family of Bismarck. The 
other was written by William II to Fran- 
cis Joseph, requesting him not to receive 
the former chancellor. Francis Joseph 
complied, but the content of the letters 
leaked through to Bismarck, who 
avenged himself with an interview in the 

Neue freie Presse which revealed the his- 
tory of the reinsurance treaty.*’ The situ- 
ation thus created was indeed absurd. 
Bismarck’s journey became a triumphal 
march through Germany; he was greeted 

everywhere by the enthusiastic popula- 
tion, while the princes went into hiding. 
The effect was to make Caprivi still more 
unpopular and to load the emperor with 
the odium of ingratitude. 

Thus the year 1892 weakened Capri- 
vi’s position, constitutionally by the sep- 
aration of the German and the Prussian 
offices; politically by the deterioration of 
his relations with the Conservatives and 
the Center; popularly through his treat- 
ment of Bismarck. In retrospect it seems 
that Caprivi should have insisted on to- 
tal dismissal when the emperor spoiled 
the chances for the school law; he had in- 

deed remarked to Hohenlohe that he had 
only been a hairbreadth from resigning.*® 
The reason why he did not do so lay in 
his character and training as a soldier, 
who felt that if the emperor told him to 
keep the post, he must obey.*® 

6 LERCHENFELD, p. 370. 

87 Waldersee diary, June 26, 1892, WALDERSEE, 

Denkwiirdigkeiten, 11, 247-48. 

88 Diary, Apr. 6, 1892, HonENLOHE, Denkwiirdig- 
keiten, II, 430. 
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In November 1892 the military bill 
had at last been submitted to the reich- 
stag. Caprivi, contrary to custom, spoke 
to introduce it, clarifying the motives of 
the government. He renounced any kind 
of scare tactics, depicting the interna- 
tional situation as peaceful but invoking 
recent increases in both the Russian and 
the French army as a motivation for the 
bill; it was, in short, a most objective and 
restrained presentation, which con- 
trasted strongly with  Bismarck’s 
speeches on such occasions.*° Only later, 
when Caprivi was aroused by the unwill- 
ingness of the reichstag to grant the 
necessary funds, did he also become more 
heated and picture the devastations of a 
future war, which, as all military experts 
knew, would involve unheard-of masses 

of troops and material.” Riidt von Col- 
lenberg has pointed out the constitu- 
tional difficulty which made it so hard to 
pass any army bill through the reichstag. 
The army, in so far as its organization 

and development were concerned, was 
under the personal supervision of the em- 
peror and the military administration. 
The appointment of officers of all ranks 
was the emperor’s prerogative. The reich- 
stag only decided about the number of 
recruits and granted the funds. It did 
not, therefore, have an active interest in 

the army as such and could not develop a 
responsible attitude toward it.® It was 
clear that the emperor, who had com- 
promised on the point of the two-year 
service, was now determined to see the 

bill through even if he had to dissolve the 

reichstag repeatedly. Caprivi agreed 
with him, though William’s loose talk 

about chasing the reichstag away, indi- 
cated velleities of coup d’état which the 

8§ To Hohenthal, Mar. 29, 1892, GoL_pscHmipT, 

p. 99. 

9 Nov. 23, 1892, Sten. Ber. (VIII, 2), pp. 7-12. 

1 May 3, 1893, ibid., p. 2136. 

% COLLENBERG, loc. cit., p. 16. 
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chancellor did not favor.®* Actually, one 
dissolution of the reichstag proved 
enough to bring around the necessary 
votes, mainly from half of the now deci- 

mated and split Freisinn and from the 
antisemites, who both bowed to the 

pressure of public opinion. The old Frei- 
sinnige party would have voted for the 
bill and thereby insured a majority right 
from the start, if the two-year service pe- 
riod had been fixed by law instead of just 
becoming customary. But the Conserva- 
tives did not want to have a military bill 
supported by the “radicals,” and there- 
fore they would have obstructed the legal 
two-year period if Caprivi had been able 
to obtain this concession from the em- 
peror.’4 The two-year period had to be 
smuggled in, in spite of all the difficul- 
ties. Only under that condition would the 
Conservatives support the bill. It was in- 
conceivable that the Conservatives would 

refuse the emperor any demand for the 
army with which so many of their fami- 
lies were closely connected, but it very 
definitely did not mean that they sup- 
ported Caprivi. On the contrary, their 
feud with the chancellor increased in bit- 
terness. 

The question of the commercial trea- 
ties occupied the foreground again after 
it had been overshadowed by the military 
bill. The economic situation, meanwhile, 
had changed: a good harvest and in- 
creased competition with overseas grain 
had resulted in a sharp drop in grain 
prices. The great landowners, who suf- 

fered from this state of affairs, blamed 
the falling prices on the commercial trea- 
ties, though in reality they had little or 
no influence on the price, which de- 
pended now increasingly on the situation 
in the world market.* Economically 
speaking, the grain-producing landown- 

%3 Waldersee diary, Jan. 3, 1893, WALDERSEE, 

Denkwiirdigheiten, 11, 274. 

** Hans Delbriick, ScHULTHESS (1893), p. 344. 

ers east of the Elbe laboring with poor 
soil and climate were at a decided dis- 
advantage. But they used their political 
weight in order to achieve economic ad- 
vantages. In the great debate in Ger- 
many over an industrial versus an agri- 
cultural state, Caprivi held the middle 
position, conceding that, while certain 
sacrifices in the form of high bread prices 
had to be made in order to keep up grain 
production, which might be sorely 
needed in case of war, he did not intend 

to sacrifice German wealth, which was 

increasingly based on industrial produc- 
tion, to the greed of the landowners.” 

The significant development of the 
Conservative party in 1893 was its trans- 
formation from an ideological to an 

agrarian interest group. This became 
manifest with the foundation in Feb- 
ruary of the Agrarian League, whose 
program included opposition to the com- 
mercial treaties and bimetallism.*’ As the 
latter point was largely of demagogic 
value only, all forces were bent on the 
fight against the commercial treaties. 
Agreements with Roumania, Serbia, and 

Spain had been concluded in 1893, and 
the negotiations with Russia were started 
during that year.** The treaties passed 
the reichstag with only a slim majority- 
in the case of the Roumanian treaty it 
was thirty-three votes—-and, more sig- 
nificant, they were approved by only part 

of the National Liberals and the Center, 

by the Freisinn parties, Social Demo 
crats, Poles, and Guelfs.°? That meant a 

majority which would never be a founda 
tion for the imperial government. The 
situation did not improve with the Rus- 

% Caprivi’s account of the commercial treaties in 

the crown council of Feb. 18, 1894, Grosse Politik, 
VII, 448-50. 

% Feb. 17, 1893, Sten. Ber. (VIII, 2), pp. 114-10. 

97 SCHULTHESS (1893), p. 9. 

%8 Grosse Politik, VII, 448-59. 

99 SCHULTHESS (1893), pp. 161-@2. 
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sian treaty, which was adopted in March 
1894 with but two Conservatives and 
sixteen National Liberals in favor, so 
that people began to say that the govern- 
ment depended on the Polish votes.!° 

Caprivi had tried in vain to convince 
the Conservatives that the real sacrifice 
of the grain-producing landowners had 

been made in the Austrian treaty and 
that all the following agreements were 

only a natural consequence of the first. In 
vain did he try to convince them that the 
Russian treaty also served to show the 

Russians that Germany had no warlike 
intentions.'" It has been testified by 
contemporaries that the treaty had in- 
deed a beneficent influence on the feel- 
ings of those people at least who lived 
near the frontier.'” Caprivi’s appeals to 
the Conservatives are bitter and pathetic 
at the same time, opposing the real con- 
cepts of true conservativism to the new 
agrarian interests of the party.’ The 
sorrow and disgust over the transforma- 

tion of the party are also apparent in one 

of the few private letters still in exist- 
ence.'°? The social boycott which the 
Conservatives used against him was only 
the extreme outward sign of his growing 

isolation.’ This isolation undermined 
his position, and it soon became evident 

that he had nothing to support him. 
His resignation as minister-president 

and consequent uninterested attitude in 
regard to Prussian affairs had deprived 

100 Waldersee diary, Feb. 23, 1894, WALDERSEE, 

Denkwiirdigkeilen, U1, 309. 

10 Feb. 27, 1894, Sten. Ber. (IX, 2), pp. 1449-53. 
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nich, 1918), p. 40. 
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him of a sure foundation in the minister- 
council and was liable to affect his posi- 
tion as chancellor, should a crisis arise. 
His tactics and general attitude toward 

political parties showed a complete lack 
of insight into the nature and importance 
of modern parliaments. True, he did not 
depend on the vote of the reichstag for 
his position, and so to him it seemed 
quite logical and feasible to work with 
varying party groups from bill to bill. 

He overlooked completely the fact that a 
secure party basis in the reichstag would 
have strengthened his position with the 
emperor; or, more likely, given his per- 
sonality, he knew this but did not want 

this kind of support, as he regarded his 
relation with the emperor as one of a 
general with his supreme commander. 
But here his conscientious nature was 
torn in conflict, for he also deeply felt 

that he, the chancellor, bore real respon- 
sibility for the government and was not a 
mere executive organ of William II, as 

the latter would have wished. There 
were indications that William was get- 

ting tired of the chancellor and rather 

wished for a change if he could only 
think of a suitable person to replace 
him.’ The occasion of conflict arose, 
ironically enough, over the same ques- 
tion of coup d’état which had cost Bis- 
marck his post, with the roles reversed. 

In 1894 a series of anarchist disturb- 
ances in Italy had been followed by the 
assassination of the French president, 
Sadi Carnot. This aroused profound mis- 
givings in the emperor, who was always 

very fearful for his own security. For him 
there existed no distinction between 
anarchists and socialists. Caprivi had 
also once denied recognizing any differ- 

ence between the two.'*’ The kaiser was 

10% Waldersee diary, Jan. 28, 1894, WALDERSEE, 
Denkwiirdigkeiten, I1, 305; and Philipp Eulenburg 

Memorandum for his own use, Mar. 24, 1894, 
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now pressing for a law against the ene- 
mies of the state. Caprivi, true to his 
original position and in view of the im- 
possibility of passing any such law 
through any conceivable reichstag, tried 

at first to pass the buck to the legisla- 
tures of the individual states.'*° It was at 
this point that the separation of the of- 
fices of minister-president and chancellor 
became fateful. Caprivi had very little 
influence in the Prussian ministry, which 
was, in any case, dominated by the Con- 
servatives, the leading political party in 
Prussia. The minister-president, Botho 
von Eulenburg, a party conservative, 

upheld the idea that if legislation against 
the anarchists and socialists was first 
passed in Prussia and the Reich would 
only follow or not even that, it could be 

only harmful.'®’ Caprivi pointed to the 
consequences of any such legislation: the 
government could not simply pocket a 
defeat in such a grave question in the 
reichstag, it would be forced to dissolve 

and dissolve again, and, as he saw no 

hope of gaining a docile reichstag, the 

logical end would be a coup d’état, which 
to him was a very risky enterprise. First, 

it was doubtful whether the other Ger- 
man princes would follow, and then, if 
they consented to sever the ties of the 

federation and form new ones without a 
reichstag based on universal suffrage, it 

would be doubtful whether they might 

not use the opportunity to present de- 
mands which would diminish the power 
of the emperor. Caprivi thought that it 
would be easy to dissolve the Reich but 
difficult to establish it again, and, most 

important, there was always the danger 

of foreign intervention at such a junc- 

ture.'!® Indeed, it is small wonder that 

108 ZECHLIN, p. 94 109 Thid. 

10 Protocol of the session of the Prussian minis- 
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Caprivi, who knew he was no Bismarck, 

would not consent to take the first steps 

in that direction. Eulenburg apparently 
was not burdened with such scruples. He 
wanted to take the first step at least and 
then see what happened. 

The decisive factor in any battle be- 
tween the Prussian minister-president 
and the chancellor was, of course, the 
emperor, and here Eulenburg had the 
better position. First, the emperor was in 
favor of his policy; second, the emperor 
was tired of Caprivi and resented his 
quarrel with the Conservatives, whom 
William regarded as the pillars of the 
throne." Without consulting or even 

notifying the chancellor, he made his 
famous speech in Kénigsberg on Septem- 
ber 6, in which he first scolded the Con 
servatives for their opposition in the 
matter of the commercial treaties and 
then appealed to them to follow him in 
the battle against the enemies of the 

state. Caprivi was dismayed and wrote 
a letter of resignation, which, however, 

his adjutant Major von Ebmayer, de- 

layed sending. The next morning Caprivi 
had revised his position, and the letter 
was not sent.''* He decided to take up the 
battle with the Prussian ministry and 
succeeded on October 19 in winning the 

majority for his more lenient proposals 
which had been formulated by the impe- 
ria] justice department. ''' All he 
willing to do was reinforce the penal law 
in such a way as to provide some weap 
ons against the Left. EKulenburg’s coun- 

terproposals to alter the laws concerning 

the right of association and assembly 
were defeated. Since they were matters 

of state legislation, they would have cre- 

Was 

Jernard 
38 
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ated difficulties with the other German 
states. But Eulenburg had influence in 

the immediate entourage of the emperor 
through his cousin, August Eulenburg, 

who was a member of the emperor’s civil 
cabinet. Furthermore, Eulenburg could 

count to a certain extent on the support 

of Philipp Eulenburg, another cousin, 
who was a personal friend of the kaiser, 
though Philipp was, at first, determined 
to keep both minister-president and 
chancellor in office and did not favor the 
coup d’état policy."” William, however, 
mobilized other forces in order to pursue 
his policy against the enemies of the 
state. He conferred in Kénigsberg with 

the kings of Saxony and Wiirttemberg 
about their willingness to join him in a 
policy of dissolution and renewal of the 
federal ties with a modified reichstag 

franchise, and found both on his side." 

The king of Saxony had some reason to 
favor legislation against socialists, as he 

had a growing industrial population in 
his state. The king of Wiirttembérg 
seems to have taken the matter very 
lightly. Both also vouched for the king of 
Bavaria, who, however, was never ap- 

proached. He was the one who might 
have used a revision of the federal trea- 
ties to put up particularist demands. 
Whether the kings would really have 
stood behind their words if the event had 
come to pass is questionable. In the 
Prussian ministry Miquel, faced with a 
choice between the lines of Eulenburg 
and Caprivi, had veered over to the 
latter, to the surprise of all.""’ 

The emperor continued to manifest 
his discontent with Caprivi, first by an- 
other speech on the occasion of the conse- 

5 Eulenburg diary, Oct. 13, 1894, HALLER, 
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"6 William II to Caprivi, Sept. 9, 1894, ZECHLIN, 
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cration of the flag of the half-battalions 
created by the army bill. Here he said 
that he wished to see them transformed 
into full formations and emphasized the 
point by snubbing Caprivi at the recep- 
tion following, saying that he would 
thank him only when they were full bat- 
talions."* This was more than a mere 
question of the size of the formations, for 
Caprivi had defended the creation of 
these military units with the argument 
that they were destined to receive the 
reserves in case of mobilization." 
Whether the emperor understood that 
with his words he was repudiating a pol- 
icy might be doubted. Caprivi saw in the 
incident the machination of some high 
officers who had goaded the emperor by 
having these formations march in the of- 

ficial. parade, where, indeed, they cut a 

poor figure.!?° The breaking point for the 
chancellor was reached when William II 
received a delegation of East Prussian 

landowners headed by one of Caprivi’s 
bitterest enemies. This was engineered 
by August Eulenburg.!! 

Now Caprivi, in spite of his victory in 
the Prussian ministry, wrote his letter of 

resignation. He was convinced from past 
experience that he no longer had the con- 
fidence of the emperor and, furthermore, 
that there existed a fundamental dis- 
agreement between him and _ Botho 
Eulenburg.'” The emperor, who had 
meanwhile become reconciled to Capri- 
vi’s more moderate course in the question 
of legislation against socialists and an- 

18 Holstein to Eulenburg, Oct. 19, 1894, HALLER, 

p. 151. 
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archists,!** was outraged and went at 
once personally to see the chancellor and 
convince him to stay. In a conversation 
of more than an hour he persuaded 
Caprivi that he was backing Caprivi’s 
policy and that there was no ground for 
resigning. William further told Caprivi to 
send his letter of resignation to Eulen- 

burg, so that the latter would know 

where he stood. He, William, was con- 

vinced that Eulenburg would put him- 
self loyally behind the chancellor and the 
emperor. Caprivi consented to stay;!*4 
the Emperor went hunting with Philipp 
Eulenburg in Liebenberg, the latter’s 
estate, and the crisis seemed to have been 
avoided. 

When Botho Eulenburg read Caprivi’s 
letter, however, he found in it a passage 

which spoke of the ‘‘unbridgeable gulf” 
which separated the chancellor’s policies 
from his own. He went at once to Lieben- 
berg to offer his resignation. The obvious 
course for the emperor after his conversa- 
tion with Caprivi would have been to ac- 
cept the resignation and to make Caprivi 
minister-president once again, thereby 
reuniting the two offices whose separa- 
tion had in a sense caused the crisis. 
However, in his heart the emperor knew 
that such a victory for Caprivi would 
again provoke the hostility of the Con- 
servatives. Instead, he persuaded Botho 
Eulenburg to stay too. Privately he dis- 
cussed with his friend Philipp the ques- 
tion of a successor for both posts, and 
Philipp knew a man who met all require- 
ments. As he put it, it was to be “a man 
who was neither conservative nor liberal, 

neither ultramontane nor progressive, 
neither a church man nor an atheist.’ 

23 Eulenburg diary, Oct. 13, 1894, HALLER, p. 

150. Eulenburg attributes the Kaiser’s change of 
mind to a conversation with the Conservative 

Helldorff-Bedra. 

124 ZECHLIN, pp. 134-35. 28 HALLER, p. 154. 
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This man was the Bavarian prince Ho- 
henlohe Schillingsfiirst, then governor of 

Alsace-Lorraine. 
Meanwhile in Berlin 

probably with Fritz von Holstein as the 
wire puller, had reported to the press 
that the emperor backed up Caprivi 
completely. Holstein was a sworn en- 
emy of Botho Eulenburg. When the em- 
peror, on the way back to Berlin, saw 
these articles in the press, he was deeply 
offended. “‘My intimate conversation 
with Caprivi is in the newspapers,” he is 
said to have exclaimed.!”’ 

Caprivi, on the other hand, had called 
a meeting of the leading delegates of the 

bundesrat, and in that meeting his pro- 

posals, as accepted by the Prussian min- 
istry, had been agreed upon.'** So he 

thought that his position was secure on 
all sides. But the emperor now sent the 
chief of his civil cabinet to Caprivi and 
asked him to retract the newspaper ar- 

ticles. Caprivi denied having had any- 
thing to do with them, which is probable, 

and, what is more important, refused to 
issue a denial, on the ground that they 
were accurate. The emperor furthermore 
demanded a letter of reconciliation ad- 
dressed to the minister-president, as that 
was the condition under which Eulen- 
burg had consented to stay. Caprivi 
again declined and was thereupon asked 
for his resignation, which he submitted 

at once. The emperor also dismissed 
Eulenburg, because, as he put it, other- 

wise it would be said that the young em- 
peror accomplishes a coup d’état with 

Eulenburg.'”’ This was only a manifesta- 

some forces, 

26 EBMAYER, Deutsche Revue, XLVII, No. 4 

(1922), 200. 

27 Philip Eulenburg’s letter to Biilow, Nov. 1, 
1894, HALLER, p. 158 

128 SCHULTHESS (1894), Oct. 25, 1894, p. 166 

29Lerchenfeld to Prince Regent Luitpold, 

Oct. 26, 1894, ZEcHLIN, p. 213 
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tion of the curious position into which he 
had maneuvered himself by backing 
Caprivi’s policies after the first violent 
demands for a socialist law. 

Caprivi’s attitude was absolutely logi- 
cal. He had consented to remain in office 
because the emperor had assured him of 
his full confidence. He could not concede 
either of the emperor’s demands. How 
could he write a conciliatory letter to 
Eulenburg if he felt that an unbridgeable 

gulf separated them? The emperor him- 
self had proposed that the letter contain- 
ing that statement should be sent to 

Kulenburg, though he later confessed to 

having overlooked the passage.'*° Per- 

haps he had not comprehended the full 
meaning of it, as Caprivi had elaborated 
on the statement. Caprivi might have 
expected the resignation of Eulenburg, 

which was indeed logical; the illogical 

behavior was on the part of the emperor. 
The way in which Caprivi serenely ac- 

cepted his fate seems to indicate that this 
time he wanted to discover how far the 
emperor would back him up and that he 
preferred to go if not fully supported by 
his monarch. 

Caprivi, like Bismarck, fell because 
the emperor did not want him any 
longer, the conflict which led to both dis- 

missals being the same, with roles re- 

versed. It became evident that the em- 
peror was not able to pursue a clear po- 
litical line. With William, government 

was a matter of personalities rather than 
issues. The constitution gave him that 

power, but he was not an absolute mon- 
arch. In the dismissal of Caprivi there 

was more than the personal issue, the 
conflict of the chancellor with the Con- 
servative party formed the political 
background. Conservative power was 
rooted in Prussia, and if the emperor 

1894, 180 Fulenburg diary, Oct. 24, HALLER, 
p. 154. 
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took the side of the Conservatives 
against his chancellor—-though he ap- 

proved of the policy of commercial trea- 
ties, which was the crucial issue!*!—he 

acted as Prussian king rather than as 

German emperor. The failure of Caprivi 
can be traced back to the federal charac- 
ter of the Reich with the predominance 
of Prussian influence. Caprivi, the chan- 
cellor, pursued the interests of the Reich 
and was determined to follow the course 
he considered best for the whole, regard- 

less of particularist interests. For this he 
needed a monarch who also was German 
emperor first and Prussian king second. 
Caprivi, as chancellor and as a personal- 
ity, was not primarily representing Prus- 
sian interests. His conduct of affairs 
showed that he thought primarily in 
terms of the Reich, but such a course 
was not possible, because the emperor 
could not conceive a policy which was 
not supported by the Prussian royalists, 
the Conservatives. 

Caprivi and not the emperor was 

aware of the fact that they were no 
longer conservatives in the old sense but 

had become an agrarian interest group. 
As such they did not deserve any special] 
privileges because the Reich had ceased 
to be a predominantly agrarian state. 

Caprivi considered the parties as what 
they were—-pressure groups representing 
special interests. Therefore, he refused to 

bind himself to any of them and agreed 
to concessions only where it did not en- 
danger the core of his policy. It was his 
conviction that the chancellor had to 
represent the interests of the whole, not 
of parts. The obstacle lay in the constitu- 
tional structure which made the power of 
the chancellor dependent on Prussia, the 
strongest of all particularist forces. 

BROOKLYN COLLEGE 

131 Remarks of William II in the crown council of 

Feb. 8, 1894, Grosse Politik, VII, 452. 



COLONIALISM INSIDE GERMANY: 1886-1918 

ROBERT LEWIS KOEHL 

So wichtig auch die Frage der dusseren Colonisation ist, so halte ich doch die der inneren fiir 

noch wichtiger. Es geniigt hierzu nicht, simmtliche polnischen Landgiiter zu exproprieren und 

deutsche Bauerndérfer aus ihnen zu machen, es muss auch auf die deutschen Landgiiter ein 

Einwanderungsstrom deutscher Colonisten durch ausreichende Primien hingelenkt werden. 
EDUARD VON HARTMANN, “‘Der Riickgang des Deutschtums,”’ Die Gegenwart, XX VII (1885), p. 22 

I 

COMMON approach in German histo- 
ry to the problem of the Royal 

Prussian Colonization Commis- 
sion and its work (1886-1918) i¢ con- 

cerned with the development of German 
nationalism within the Second Reich.! 
There 1s little doubt that, viewed as a 
phase of that powerful national complex 
of psychological and economic forces, the 
attempt to settle Germans in the Polish- 
speaking provinces of Prussia makes 

historical sense. A somewhat different 
approach, however, may also be useful. 
We catch a hint of this possibility when 
we recall that the whole body of laws 
creating the commission and providing 
means for its support was Prussian and 
not the product of imperial Germany it- 
self. Integral nationalism of the H-K-T 

variety is not the whole story behind the 
“internal colonization” in Posen and 
West Prussia. Without abandoning our 

recognition of the importance of nation- 
alism, we may look for other factors of 
the total situation to help account his- 
torically for the commission and _ its 
work, 

1See R. W. Tims, Germanizing Prussian Poland: 

The H-K-T Society and the struggle for the Eastern 
Marches in the German Empire, 1894-1919 (New 

York, 1941), a study of the nationalism of the 

Eastern Marches League. See also R. H. Frere, The 

German Empire wars (New York, 

1916), pp. 242-06. 
belween two 

22 

A convenient framework of data would 
seem to be the sum total of Prussian 
state action in the period 1885-1918, 
which aimed at furthering qualitatively 
and quantitatively the German-speaking 
population in opposition to the Polish 
speaking population of Prussia. This 
arrangement of our study specifically 
omits nonstate, that is, 
group, action mainly directed toward the 

individual and 

germanization of Polish-speaking Prus 

sians: The actions of the Prussian state 
before 1885 will come under considera- 
tion only where they throw direct light 
upon the factors underlying the later 
actions. 

The significance of the Royal Prussian 
Colonization Commission becomes clear 
er when we discover the elements of 

supposedly ultramodern state popula 
tion policy within certain actions of the 
Prussian state of the nineteenth century. 

The evolution of this concept of state 
population policy thus becomes the cen 
tral theme of this paper. That this con 
cept remained in some Germans’ minds 
has been made amply clear by the subse 
quent fruition of the early Prussian be 
ginnings, as sketched here, into the Nazi 

New Order in eastern Europe in the 

years 1939-45. 

2See J. B. ScoecutTmMan, European population 

transfers, 1939-1945 (‘‘Studies of the Institute of 

World Affairs” [New York, 1946]). 
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I] 

Before plunging into the historical, 
social, and economic complex which 

produced a movement for German colo- 
nization on the so-called “Slavic fron- 
tier,” long, long after its medieval coun- 
terpart and well before the systematic 
racialist geopolitics of Goebbels, Haus- 

hofer, and Hitler, it will be wise to 
examine a bare chronological outline of 
the legislative measures taken for this 

purpose. 
Although Prussian legislation on the 

population problems of its eastern prov- 
inces after 1871 centers pretty fairly on 
the Colonization Commission and on the 
measures taken to enable it to carry out 
its mission, the first state action of 

Prussia regarding a population problem 
came in 1885, a year before the creation 
of the Colonization Commission. This 
measure consisted of an executive order, 

rather than legislation, causing the ex- 
pulsion from Posen and West Prussia of 
some thirty thousand noncitizens of 
eastern European origin, mostly Polish 

agricultural workers, but also some 

Jews. This line of action was followed up 
by a system of short-term labor passports 
for migratory workers from Austria and 
Russia and more rigorous border con- 

trols, but there never was a further ex- 

pulsory action.* 
In 1886 the famous Royal Prussian 

Colonization Commission was set up with 
a capital of one hundred million marks 
“for the strengthening of the German 
element in the provinces of West Prussia 
and Posen against attempted poloniza- 
tion,’ as the original act read.‘ This act 

provided for the purchase of any estate 
which should come on the market in the 

3H. Wenpt, Bismarck und die polnische Frage 

(Halle, 1922), pp. 55-77; see also A..V. RANDow, 

Die Landesverweisungen aus Preussen (Leipzig, 
1886), and Tims, pp. 116-19. 
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two provinces of West Prussia and Posen 
and the creation of small farms, as well 

as fairly large ones, to be leased or sold 
by the state to German settlers. This act 
included guarantees that such lands 
should remain permanently in German 
hands. Subsequently, the Rentengiiter 
legislation of Caprivi in 1890-91 opened 
up the opportunity to all, regardless of 
language and cultural differences, to 
construct small farms. State aid was 
provided for the conversion of large 
estates into small homesteads on a quit- 
rent basis (Erbpacht). 

In April 1898 a second hundred million 
marks was added to the original fund, 

and the Rentengiiter were again prac- 
tically closed to Polish candidates. A 
third appropriation of one hundred and 
fifty million marks followed in July 
1902. The same law created a separate 
fund of one hundred million marks for 
the purchase of Polish estates only, ‘‘to 
be kept intact as state property and 
leased in comparatively large units to 
German farmers.” In August 1904 a law 

was passed which required every dwell- 
ing-constructor in West Prussia and 
Posen to produce a voucher from the 
governor (Ober prasident) of the province 
before receiving a building permit. The 
governors would not issue vouchers if 
they regarded such construction as con- 
trary to the aims of the original Coloni- 
zation Act of 1886. In practice, this was 

to prevent Polish construction.® 
The final piece of Prussian legislation 

directly concerned with the problem of 

‘Original act of Apr. 26, 1886 (No. 14), in 
Gesets-Sammlung fiir die kiniglichen preussischen 

Staaten 1886 (Berlin, 1886), pp. 131-34, and sup- 
plementary act of June 21, 1886 (No. 21) creating 
the commission, ibid., pp. 159-02. 

® Beautifully described—and attacked for its neo- 
feudalistic elements—by A. AaL, Das preussische 
Rentengut (Stuttgart, 1901). 

6 Tims, pp. 56-57, 124, and 127-29. 
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colonization appeared in 1908. This was 
the Expropriation Act, passed in Febru- 
ary, which extended existing state pow- 
ers of eminent domain to expropriation 
of a fixed acreage for political reasons 
in certainareas of Posenand West Prussia. 
The force of this law was extended by an- 
other law of 1908 (Besitzfestigungsgesetz), 
which gave the state the right to buy any 
property offered for sale in certain areas. 
Two hundred and twenty-five million 
marks were appropriated for the Coloni- 
zation Commission at the time of the pas- 
sage of the Expropriation Act. A final 
hundred million marks was set aside in 
1913 for the commission.’ 

Certain other legislation less directly 
related to settlement must also concern 
us. Since 1898, money had been set aside 
for long-term low-interest loans to would- 
be urban settlers, businessmen, and pro- 
fessional people who needed help in 
establishing themselves in Posen, West 
Prussia, and Upper Silesia. Many of 
these were simply rural inhabitants of 
the region who wanted to go to the city. 
A similar loan system was provided after 
1906 for German farmers in Posen and 
West Prussia to persuade them to stay 
where they were.® 

Not irrelevant to the Prussian policy 
of colonization are certain other state 
actions in the years 1895-1910: (1) offi- 
cial sanction, in 1895, permitting state 

officials to support private propaganda 
and service groups furthering German 
colonization, with special reference to 
the Eastern Marches League, followed 

by an official directive in 1898 ordering 
this support;® and (2) the construction 

7On the Expropriation Act see ibid., pp. 161-63; 
on appropriations of 1908 and 1913 see ibid., p. 167. 
On Extension of eminent domain to any transaction 

see Fire, p. 249. See also W. J. Rose, ‘‘Prussian 
Poland, 1850-1914,” in Cambridge history of Poland 

(Cambridge, 1941), p. 427. 

§ Tims, pp. 158, 181. ® Thid., pp. 46, 69. 
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of numerous public buildings in West 

Prussia and Posen employing exclusively 
German workmen and German materials 

from those provinces.’° 

II] 

The bare survey of a paper policy ac- 
quires meaning only when it is filled out 
by the addition of enough historical, 
social, and economic detail from the 
years 1885-1918 to provide us with the 
atmosphere in which the policy arose. 
Furthermore, this policy’s fulfilment or 
failure cannot be understood without 
some knowledge of the German social 

and economic milieu before the war. 
Finally, we must see the whole phenome- 

non in historical perspective, if we are 
not to mistake one tree for the whole 
forest. 

Even a small reference to history 
sheds:a great deal of light on our topic: 
a powerful though intangible element in 

German history is the Prussian tradition 
of a frontier marchland of settlement in 
a Slavic wilderness. Actual periods of 
German settlement belong largely to the 
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, but 

“colonization” as a term applied equally 
to the small projects of Frederick the 
Great in the newly acquired West Prus- 
sia of 1792." Frederick’s new area for 
colonization was the much-fought-over 

10 Rose lists many examples, among them, in the 
city of Posen, 1902 Emperor William Library; 1903 

Posen Academy (German); 1904 Emperor Frederick 

Museum; 1908 Royal Residence; 1910 State 

Theater. He also lists a library and theater in Brom- 
berg, a theater in Thorn, and a school of Engineering 

in Danzig (Cambridge history of Poland, p. 425). 

That Frederick’s projects really were small is 
clear from the figure of approximately 3,250 families 

given as his total accomplishment by Karl LUpsixt 
(‘‘Siedlungsgeschichte, Sozial- und Wirtschaftsver 

fassung der deutschen Landbevélkerung in Polen,” 

in M. SERING and C. von Dretze [eds.|, A grarver- 

fassung der deutschen Auslandsiedlungen in Osteuropa 

{‘‘Schriften der Internationalen Konferenz fiir 

Agrarwissenschaft” (Berlin, 1939)], I, 139-40). 
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Pomerelia, or Polish Pomerania—the 
West Prussia of the Teutonic knights 

which Frederick had cut out of the 
decrepit Polish state. Here we have an 
unbroken historical link from the ancient 
tradition of eastern German settlement 
to the modern nineteenth-century ‘“Pol- 
ish question,” which formed the grounds 
for the subsequent colonization in the 
Bismarck era. Prussia bound itself up 
intimately with this Polish question by 
the three partitions of 1772, 1793, and 
1795, and thereby created for itself, 

along with certain risks, the opportunity 
to carry on an ancient tradition of ex- 
pansionist settlement in this preponder- 
antly Polish area. 

Owing to the exigencies of power poli- 
tics, the nationalist strivings of the con- 

quered Polish state were an issue of 
European importance. Napoleon’s pup- 
pet Duchy of Warsaw (1807-13), largely 
constructed of Prussian territory, bears 

testimony to the consequences for Prus- 
sia of a detachable alien hinterland. In 
the 1815 settlement, Prussia received 
part of this hinterland back again (Po- 

sen); having retained West Prussia 

throughout the troublous period. Until 
1863 there continued to be a European 

phase of the: Polish question, but, after 

the Alvensleben convention with Russia 
in that year, France and England were 
shut out permanently from the issue of 
Polish nationalism. The “Polish ques- 
tion” in Prussia, of course, was not con- 

jured away, but it had become purely a 
matter of state policy before the creation 
of the empire at Versailles. 

Between 1815 and 1886, Polish Prus- 
sia consisted primarily of the provinces 
of Posen and Prussia and, to a lesser 

extent, of Pomerania and Silesia. The 
centers of Polish national agitation in- 

side the Kingdom of Prussia were con- 

centrated in the province of Posen and 
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in the western sections of the province of 
Prussia—after 1873 separately adminis- 
tered as West Prussia.” 

Most of the agitation came from two 

closely related sources, the Polish szlach- 
ta, or nobility, and the Polish clergy. 
The peasantry, at least before 1863, was 
inert except when aroused by its tradi- 
tional leaders at crucial periods, such as 
1830 and 1846-48. A Polish middle class 
was conspicuously absent.'* It is easy to 
see why the Prussian state throughout 
this seventy-year period wavered be- 
tween conciliation and oppression. Win- 
ning over the majority of peasants for 
Prussian loyalty was an attractive policy 
which recurred in the periods 1815-30 
(“Grand I)Juchy of Posen’’), 1840-46 

(Frederick William IV’s neofeudal de- 
centralization), and 1858-63 (the liberal 
upswing). Sandwiched in between were 
periods of rigorous oppression.!4 

Furthermore, as early as 1830-40, the 
Prussian government through its gover- 

nor in Posen, E. H. Flottwell, pursued a 

policy of selective purchase of Polish 
latifundia by the state, which were leased 
intact to German farmers."* If the szlach- 
ta was the cause of Polish unrest, it 
should be replaced with loyal German 
farmers. This in no sense touched the 
Polish agricultural laborer, nor did it in- 

crease the number of Germans in the 

area, since the new purchasers were 

12 J. FELDMAN, “‘The Polish provinces of Austria 
and Prussia after 1815,” in Cambridge history of 
Poland, pp. 336-65. 

13 Tims cites as proof of this the composition of 
the Polish delegation in the reichstag in 1871 

wholly wealthy landowners—which was thoroughly 

changed by 1912 as the Poles achieved a middle 

class to represent them (p. 189), 

'4 See Manfred LAuBERT, Die preussische Polen- 
politik von 1772-1914 (Berlin, 1920), pp. 42-59, 
73-91, and 106-21. 

1% The original decree read: ‘‘In order to increase 

the number of intelligent and politically dependable 
manor-holders in the province” (Tims, pp. 108-9). 



COLONTALISM INSIDE 

usually local business or professional 
people who aspired to a Rittergut or a 

“von” in front of their names. This 

policy was dropped after 1840. Several 
decades later, however, a German loan 
bank was set up in Posen, the Posener 
Landschaft (founded in 1859), scarcely a 

government project, it is true, but having 
state aid and state bonds behind it. Its 

purpose was the financing of German 

purchasers for bankrupt Polish estates.’* 
Our historical inquiry has brought us 

into the field of economic and social 

change. Indeed, after 1863 the Polish 

question for Prussia had ceased to mean 

the danger of a European congress to re- 
write the Treaty of Vienna and was 
coming to mean the danger that the 

Poles, whom Europe had abandoned to 
the Kingdom of Prussia, would make 

themselves the economic, then social, and 

finally political equals of the Germans 
in the kingdom. 

For it was not the Polish szlachta or 

even the clergy which threatened the 
superior political and social status of the 
Germans in eastern Prussia. Prussia, be- 

tween 1850 and 1871, had already begun 
to experience the birth pangs of in- 
dustrialism. As a consequence of pushing 
railroad lines into this Slavic wilderness 

whose farther ends beckoned, offering 
better working and living conditions in 

Silesia, Saxony, Brandenburg, and Ruhr, 

a remarkable exodus of German and 

Polish laborers from the provinces of 
Posen and Prussia took place in the six- 
ties and seventies." 

16 Rose, p. 412. In the twenty-five years, 1860 

85, before the founding of the Colonization Com- 

mission, the Poles ‘‘lost’”? 300,000 hectares (750,000 

acres) of land to the Germans, much of which was 

secured with the aid of this bank. 

20-21) is the source for the 
migrants to western Germany 

7 RANDOW (pp. 

following figures: 

from the two Prussias, Posen and Silesia (1871-80), 

185,073; migrants to United States of America from 
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Similarly, German middle-class peo- 
ple, among them great numbers of Jews, 
moved westward from the cities of Posen, 
Danzig, Bromberg, and Thorn and from 

the smaller county seats and district 
capitals. To take the place of the agri- 
cultural laborers on the great estates and 

of numerous apothecaries, doctors, law- 
yers, and small shopkeepers in the towns 
came Prussian Poles from rural villages 

and Russian and Austrian Poles from 
across the border. They brought with 
them a higher birth rate typical of rural 
populations, and, once they began to 

enjoy the higher standard of living of the 
German estates—as compared with Aus- 
trian-Polish and Russian-Polish estates 

and the better sanitation of the Ger 

man cities, their death rate fell in such a 

striking manner that their rate of popu 
lation increase shot above the Prussian 

rate, which was also rising, for similar 

reasons.!® With this undercurrent of 

336,211; 

3,040; 

same area (1871-80), 151,138; total, 

migration into same area from the west, 

annual absolute loss by migration, 33,621 

In 1890 the Polish-speaking population of 
Prussia numbered 2,977,951, or 95 per cent of the 
total census figures. Between 1861 and 1890 the 

German and the Polish populations held the same 
relationship of percentage in Prussia as a whole. In 

the provinces of Posen and West Prussia, however, 

the Germans had lost ground slightly from 1861 to 

1890, moving from 54.9 per cent of the total popula 

tion to 51.4 per cent in 1890 (Richard Bocku, ‘‘Die 
Verschiebung der Sprachverhiltnisse in Posen und 
Westpreussen,” Preussische Jahrbiicher, UXXVII 
{1894}, 242-36). 

As for actual population analysis as we under- 

stand it, with examination of differential birth and 

death rates, the Germans of this era had to be con- 
tent with scarcely conclusive materials: the data 

were spotty or missing. A. Dix provides a fairly 

typical survey showing a six per thousand headway 
in the rate of natural increase (births: deaths) in the 

province of Posen over Prussia as a whole (1875 

1900), but, since this figure is not a differential be 

tween Germans and Poles, it may easily be ascribed 

to the simple fact that Posen was absolutely more 
rural and urbanizing less rapidly than Prussia as a 

whole, rurality and the birth rate being closely 

allied. See A. Drx, ‘Das Slaventum in Preussen, 
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social and economic change in Polish 
Prussia well under way, Bismarck 
launched his Kulturkampf in 1873. Thus 
tempers were upset on both sides of the 
language frontier in the decade before 

1885 on an issue which was vital to both 

Germans and Poles—religious convic- 
tion.'* Changing economic conditions, 
which offered the Poles a chance to bet- 
ter themselves if they banded together 
and worked hard, added to the new sense 

of injustice created by the Kulturkampf 
a threat of a new political factor in Prus- 
sia.” Yet by 1885 the Prussian state, far 
from recognizing the Poles’ new strength, 
actually seemed willing or even anxious 
to destroy their existence as a cultural 
group by such school measures as had 
been inaugurated in and after 1873 and 

never relaxed. The Poles saw the self- 

governing ordinances for the rest of the 

Prussian municipalities suspended for 
themselves.”! 

On the other hand, Bismarck saw the 

noisy opposition of the szlachta and 
guessed at the silent counselings of the 

clergy. He never recognized the rise of a 
Polish middle class, and he scarcely ever 
worried about the loyalty of the Polish 
peasant, if the peasant was allowed to 

seine Bedeutung fiir die Bevélkerungsbewegung und 

Volkswirtschaft in den letzten Jahrzehnten,” Jakr- 

biicher fiir Nationalikonomie und Statistik, LXX 
(1898), 561-602. 

1” Tims believes the Kulturkampf was possibly 
the greatest factor in the national awakening of the 

Prussian Poles (pp. 14-15). 

20 Tn 1882, out of 100 industrial or craft workers 

in the province of Posen, 49.1 were German and 
exactly the same number were Poles (3.8 having 

other nationalities), although just under 60 out of 

every 100 people in the province were Poles. This 
leeway was taken up in the years 1882-95 to give a 
ratio of 58.3 employed Poles to 41.7 employed 
Germans in a group of 100 such workers (W. Mit- 

SCHERLICH, Die Ausbreitung der Polen in Preussen 
{Leipzig, 1913], p. 101). 

21 WeNpt, pp. 44-45; Tums, pp. 77-78; Rose, p. 
421. 
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work and sleep in peace, undisturbed by 
liberal and national agitators.” His first 
measure of population policy was di- 
rected against a group of “foreign agi- 
tators,” as he believed—the Austrian 

and Russian agricultural laborers who 

came at the behest of the German and 
Polish landowners to work their fields for 
day wages and stayed in the promised 
land of plenty, bringing with them the 
insidious doctrines of a re-created Po- 
land, fresh from Warsaw and Cracow. 

Bismarck’s expulsion of 30,000 out of 
100,000 aliens from Prussia—a_pre- 
ponderant majority of 70,000 remaining 
were important in the heavy industry of 
the Ruhr and Silesia—aroused protest 
both inside and outside Prussia. The 
scheme of certain Liberals and Centrists 
to demand from the imperial government 
action against the Prussian measure 

brought the reply we should expect from 
the imperial chancellor, who was also 
minister-president of Prussia: The em- 
pire had no business in the affairs of the 
states. But the Conservatives also bit- 
terly opposed this measure, which cut 
off a source of cheap agricultural labor 
for their estates. As a consequence, the 
Prussian state government was shortly 
compelled to admit foreign laborers on a 
seasonal passport basis from April to 
November.” Thus Bismarck’s hope of 
cutting down the propaganda channels 
was negligibly affected, while at the 
same time the precedent had been estab- 
lished for state intervention in the popu- 

Even in retirement Bismarck believed the 

Poies could be lived with in a two-class social order 

if only the ‘‘castes” of clerics and szlachta could be 

silenced: ‘‘Whether there is a Polish middle class 

[Birger] in our urban sense at all, I do not know; 

the middle class [Mittelstand] is a weak side of 

Poland.” (Gesammelie Werke XIII (Berlin, 1930], 

542); see also another speech, to a West Prussian 

delegation, Sept. 23, 1894, ibid., pp. 543-49. 

23 WENDT, pp. 55-57 and 60-62. 
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lation composition (by nationality) of 
Polish Prussia. 

The law of April 26, 1886 establishing 

the Colonization Commission was a 
compromise between Bismarck and the 
National Liberal party.24 The law did 
not look exactly like the proposals Bis- 
marck made on January 28 and 29 fol- 
lowing the carefully prepared royal 
speech from the throne on January 14 
and a neatly contrived motion by one of 
his underlings in the diet. Bismarck does 

not seem to have desired colonization so 
much as a continuation of the Flottwell 
policy of the 1830's, by which the exist- 
ing 650,000 hectares (1,625,000 acres) of 

Polish land in Prussia would gradually 
be purchased and leased to respectable 
German farmers in good-sized lots. Bis- 
marck believed that a gradual purchase 
policy, coupled with a rigorous continua- 
tion of the Kulturkampf in Polish 
Prussia, would remove the szlachta- and 
clergy-inspired Polish nationalism from 
the scene.” 

From the very beginning, however, 

and among important sections of the 
government, there was disagreement 
with this policy. Lucius von Ballhausen, 
the Prussian minister of agriculture, 

suggested to Bismarck on January 24, 
1886 that provisions be made in the law 
for the creation of Rentengiiter, that is, 

moderate-sized holdings for “colonists” 
in part out of and alongside the larger 
estates. The actual structure of the act 
stems from Johann von Miquel, later 
finance minister, and definitely em- 
bodies the colonial idea, also the stand- 
point of Count Zedlitz-Triitzschler, who 

24See the memoirs of Bismarck’s minister of 

agriculture, Freiherr Lucius von BALLHAUSEN, on 

the precise origins of the act (Bismarck-Erinnerun- 
gen [1-3. ed.; Stuttgart and Berlin, 1920], pp. 329- 
49). 

*® Wenpt, pp. 58-60 and 93, n. 229 
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was appointed by Bismarck as president 
of the new Colonization Commission.”® 

As in the case of the expulsion order of 
1885, Bismarck’s original purpose was 
decidedly modified, if not controverted, 
by the change in methods forced upon 
him by political contingencies. Instead of 
leisurely purchase of bankrupt Polish 
latifundia, the Colonization Commission 
received in title and in form the main 
task of German colonization in Polish 
Prussia. Although it is misleading to talk 
of a Bismarckian understanding of popu- 
lation policy, it is nevertheless true that 
he began a state policy, very definitely 
self-conscious and planned, directed to- 
ward changing the population composi- 
tion by nationality of certain areas of the 
Prussian kingdom. The means under- 

taken were largely economic in char- 

acter, as we might expect in an era of 
wide belief in the almighty power of 
bank credit; forcible removal was only 

an opening shot in the population strug- 
gle and was never repeated by the King- 
dom of Prussia. 

The next phase of our inquiry is, 

logically enough, an examination of the 

workings of this new policy and its sub 
sequent modifications, up to its fatal 
culmination in the pan-German frenzies 
of 1914-18. We shall have to continue to 
refer to the political, social, and eco- 

nomic changes going on within Ger- 
many in the period 1886-1918, in order 
to appreciate the success or failure of the 
Prussian colonization program. 

*% [bid., pp. 62-63 and 93, n. 229. See also AAL, 

p. 52. Count Zedlitz was at the same time made 

Ober prisident of Posen. His insistence that the 

Colonization Commission have its base of operations 

in the capital of that province rather than in Berlin 
was decisive and characteristic of a grass-roots 

colonial idea, as opposed to a bureaucratic subordi- 

nation to some Berlin agency such as Lucius’ Agri- 
culture Ministry, as was proposed. 
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IV 

Prussian state policy in the years 
1886-1918 intended to further the Ger- 
man population of the so-called “threat- 
ened” provinces falls readily into five 
interrelated categories. First, there is the 

policy, inaugurated in 1885 and quickly 
modified, of preventing the permanent 
settlement in Prussia of other Poles from 
Russia and Austria, first by expulsion 
and then by controlled passports. Sec- 
ond, there is the land-purchase policy of 
Bismarck: the reduction of Polish land- 
ownership by state purchase of bankrupt 
Polish properties in the open market. 
Third, the policy of the Act of 1886, 
which stemmed from a necessary com- 

Bismarck and_ the 
for internal 

promise between 
National Liberals, called 
colonization of Germans in Polish-speak - 
ing areas, on state properties acquired by 

purchase in the open market from Polish 
or German sellers. A fourth category 
consists of all measures intended to rein- 
force the economic position of German 
farmers, handworkers, and shopkeepers 
already in the provinces in question. 
Finally, there is the phase of forcible 
intervention in the economic life of the 
Polish community to prevent its econom- 
ic development, exemplified by the 
Building Voucher Act of 1904 and the 

Expropriation Act of 1908. 

All five categories were probably not 
of equal importance to Prussians intent 
on germanizing Polish Prussia. Indeed, 

many Prussians, including the leaders of 
the Eastern Marches League, sometimes 

seemed hopeful that Poles might be 
“converted” by rigorous authoritarian 

methods into loyal Prussian Germans, a 

policy which was exercised concurrently 

with its exact opposite, the one we are 

examining, by which Poles were legally 

made second-class citizens. We are not 

concerned here with measuring the suc- 
cess of the school and language laws in 
making loyal Prussian Germans. It may 
be well, however, to point out the logical 
difficulties presented by the two sup- 
posedly parallel nationalist policies, 
which were more than dimly discerned 
even by Prussians of the Center or Radi- 
cal persuasion, not to mention the reac- 

tion of the Poles themselves. Opposition 
to the school policies easily carried with 
it an attack on one or more phases of the 
population program, as may be seen in 
the little work by Hans Delbriick en- 
titled The Polish question, published in 
1894.27 

Prussian public opinion among those 
whose opinions counted—oflicials, jour- 
nalists, and nationalist propagandists— 
was decidedly divided on the practicabil- 
ity of one or more phases in this national- 
ist-populationist program. It is signifi- 
cant that, even as the coming war would 

be fought from beginning to end as a 

defense of the German fatherland, so in 
the years 1886-1918 the unity of the 
Prussian leaders of opinion was only 
barely achieved for a population policy 

. on the grounds of the defense of German 

Kultur. It was “hold the line,” and not 
“expansion,” which retained a majority 
for the financial grants necessary to sup- 
port the Colonization Commission. 

As a result, the population-policy 
phase of the nationalist-populationist 
movement had to be kept secondary. It 

*7 The president of the Colonization Commission 
actually was doubtful of its success (WENDT, p. 63). 

The Eastern Marches League itself had difficulty in 

making up its mind on various features such as the 
Rentengut (Tims, pp. 55-56). The Act of 1886 was 
for the ‘“‘strengthening of the German element 

against attempted polonization.” As the years rolled 
on and colonization did not show all the results 
hoped for it, the defense cry was only louder and a 

little panic-stricken. See speech of Von Biilow, 
November 1908, in diet, quoted in full in Ludwig 

BERNHARD, Das polnische Gemeinwesen im preus- 

sischen Staat (2d ed.; Leipsig, 1910), pp. 593-96. 
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is remarkable how the exigencies of ap- 
plication of these policies forced the 
population aspects to the fore and into 
the public gaze as the years drew on to 
1914. As has been remarked earlier, it 

would be unrealistic to attempt the 
separation of nationalist aims and senti- 
ments from the actual working-out in 

practice of a population program created 
on the assumption of those aims and 
sentiments. Nevertheless, the program 
as it evolved demonstrated its own logic 

and necessities. 
An informative introduction to the 

forces whose combination affected the 
working-out of the whole Prussian popu- 
lation policy may be found in the modi- 
fication of the original Bismarckian 

policy toward alien Polish agricultural 
laborers. At the time of the original 
expulsion in 1885 at least one German 
student of population had clearly seen 
the handwriting on the wall left by the 
westward movement of Germans from 
the eastern provinces.** No expulsion or 
closing of boundaries would replace the 
necessary cogs in the agrarian machine of 

Junker East-Elbia (Ostelbien), the Polish 

cotters or day laborers. If Bismarck 
hoped to weaken Polish landowners by 
his measure, he was cutting off the sup- 
ply for Germans as well, for, of the 
1,560,000 hectares of latifundia—es- 
tates over 200 hectares or 500 acres—in 

the two provinces of West Prussia and 
Posen, Bismarck himself claimed only 
650,000 hectares to be Polish-owned.** 

The Iron Chancellor apparently kept 
the border closed successfully while in 

28 RANDOW, pp. 28-38. 

29 For the figure 1,560,000 hectares of latifundia 
see Otto GreriAcH, ‘‘Die Verschiebungen in der 
Grosse der landwirtschaftlichen Betriebe,” Archiv 

fiir exakte Wirtschaftforschung, VILL (Suppl.) (1913), 

193-214, quoted in Tras, p. 107; for 650,000 hectares 
of Polish-owned land according to Bismarck see 

WENDT, p. 59. 
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office, but by 1892 the Caprivi govern- 
ment had opened the barriers from April 
1 to November 15 to Poles with tem- 

porary passports. In 1898 the Hohenlohe 

ministry further extended the “open” 
season to December 1 at the request of a 

combination of Junker Conservatives, 

Rhineland Centrists, and urban Radi 
cals. This policy remained exactly in the 
latter form until the end. Moreover, the 
number of alien Poles entering annually, 

though on temporary passports, rose in 
the years before 1914. In 1906, of 

500,000 aliens, largely Poles, who entered 
Prussia, 250,000 were employed in agri 

culture. In 1912 the number of entering 

alien workers rose to 750,000. In 1914 

there were 365,000 alien agricultural 

workers alone, 290,000 of which were 

Poles from Austria and Russia.*® 
The Prussian police surveillance of 

temporary-passport holders may have 
been careful in the extreme, and border 
controls equally so, but rural Polish 

Prussia and even the great estates must 

have provided a happy hunting ground 
indeed for the German-speaking passport 
police inspector in search of hibernating 
Poles during the winter months, al 

though the landlords as well as the Prus 

sian Poles were none too co-operative. 
We may take the ignorance of the polo 
phobe eastern marches of 1899 as symp 

tomatic of a certain official attitude on 
the whole question: the League of that 
year asked for against 

these aliens, consisting of a passport 

export expiration date of December 15, 
althcugh the year before the diet had 
already set the limit at December 1! 
Since the League could hardly have 
meant to ask for an extension, we must 

conclude that neither it in its ignorance 

nor the government in its reticence was 

“safeguards” 

Tims, pp. 115-17, 120, and 186 t 
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in a mood to repeat the Bismarckian ex- 
pulsion of fifteen hoary years back.*! 

Another polophobe and pan-German, 
Arthur Dix, remarked in a statistical 

periodical of 1898 that “the very men 
who are trying with all their might to 
combat the Polish population native to 
their own land are bringing in Slavic 

laborers en masse from abroad.”® But 
what else could they do? The Prussian 
kingdom rested squarely on its Junker 
nobility with its connections with the 
new industry, and both Junker land and 
Junker industry required cheap if not 
mobile labor. Where could one get Ger- 
mans to take their place? What did the 
great estates have to offer? 

In 1886 the Conservatives thought 

they saw an answer to this question 
when Bismarck outlined his plan for the 
purchase of bankrupt Polish estates. 
Why not lure some of the natural in- 
crease of urban western Germany onto 

small plots of land carved out of these 
Polish estates, plots of one-quarter to 
one or two acres, large enough to support 
a cow ora goat and vegetable culture but 
requiring daily labor by the man or men 
of the family on the Ritlergut nearby to 
eke out a living? The appeal would con- 
sist of one part patriotism to one part 
prestige, for was not life on the land the 
ideal of every Prussian subject? The 
proponents of this plan were willing to 
have the government make over these 

plots on a quitrent basis or sell them 
outright, although the simple lease was 
probably most attractive to men of little 
means. 

There were, however, other parties in 
Prussia. The National Liberals, who 

were more national than liberal, were 

mainly concerned with germanization at 
all costs. No leisurely creation of smaller, 

8 [bid., p. 119. ® Dix, p. 591. 
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economically feasible Restgiiter out of 
ramshackle Polish latifundia would stop 
the tide of Polish migration, even if the 

“core” estates were surrounded by Ger- 

man cotters, assuming western Germans 

ever would submit to the feudal atmos- 
phere of the eastern provinces. The only 
solution was to rear a bulwark of sturdy 
German farmers on farms of respectable 
size-—twelve to twenty-five acres—who 
would not require Polish help and whose 
children would provide Germans for the 
cities of the region. For such exponents 
of colonization, the Restgut, or core es- 

tate, and the cotter were secondary 
features: germanization was the aim, 

and, if that meant a change in certain 
outworn social custorns, so much the 

worse for the outmoded practitioner of 
those customs. 

From a marriage of these not exactly 
compatible attitudes, the Act of 1886 
was born. If it did not immediately re- 
ceive the censure of Radicals and Cen- 
trists, it was to provide them with many 
a springboard of criticism in the near 
future, the Radicals hoping to destroy 

Junkerdom by nondiscriminatory settle- 
ment, at least so far as religion was con- 

cerned.** 

The Royal Prussian Colonization 
Commission was created as an inde- 
pendent agency responsible directly to 
the king of Prussia. Its headquarters 
were not in Berlin but in the city of Po- 
sen. Its executive board of plenum con- 
sisted of a president, the governors of the 
two provinces of Posen and West Prus- 
sia, five members of the Prussian min- 

istry (interior, agriculture, religious af- 

fairs, finance, and the president of the 

ministry), and five large landowners of 

33 This and subsequent material on the structure 
of the Colonization Commission is taken from 

E. Stumpre, Polenfrage und Ansiedlungs-K ommis- 

sion (Berlin, 1902), pp. 82-98 and 102-27. 



COLONIALISM INSIDE 

the two provinces. It was to acquire 
gradually a small staff of specialist ad- 
visers and administrators, most of whom 

were full-time employees. Since the 
plenum was composed of part-time 
people, except for its president, this 
executive committee only met three or 
four times a year, for a week at a time, 

for the purpose of approving or rejecting 
the work performed by the staff. 

The initial work of the staff members 
was the arrangement for purchase of the 
available estates. Offers made to the 
Colonization Commission had to be in- 
vestigated. From the beginning, German 

offers were considered; as early as 1887 
some small part of the German offering 
was purchased, but before 1895 the Ger- 
man offers could be rejected in favor of 
Polish properties at least to the extent 
that more Polish property was acquired 
annually than German.** 

Pricing was done by the landowning 
neighbors—often gentry—of the prop- 
erty in question, a practice of question- 
able reliability. The small technical staff 
of the Colonization Commission was fre- 
quently at the mercy of these gentlemen, 
who might well know more than the 

staff members, and whenever a bankrupt 
German, especially a Junker, was con- 
cerned, the staff members were inclined 
to pay higher sums to give an honest 
Prussian a fair deal. Although purchases 
were approved by the plenum, the latter 
had to rely largely on the staff’s judg- 
ment. The price of land consequently 
rose steadily from 1886 to 1889, only te 
fall off during the early and middle 
nineties as a result of the agricultural 
depression of those years. 

During the initial or Bismarckian pe- 

34 Thid., p. 261, Table 13. 

% Martin Bercarp, Parzellierung und innere 

Kolonisation in den 6 éstlichen Provinzen Preussens 

1875-1906 (Leipzig, 1907), pp. 304-5. 

GERMANY: 1886-1918 265 

riod of the Colonization Commission, 70 
estates were purchased, including a little 
moré than 100,000 acres. By January 1, 

1890, 516 families had been settled on 
plots averaging fifty acres each. This 

amounted to one-quarter of the acreage 
acquired thus far. The other three- 
quarters remained in the form of state- 
administered Restgiiter and about 230 

unoccupied plots averaging fifty acres 
each. The administration this un- 
colonized land also devolvéd upon the 
staff, which had been increased to five 

(from one!) by 1890. Ih practice, each 
Restgut was administered by a special 

state employee, often the steward of the 
original estate. 

This was the condition of the Prussian 
colonization policy on the accession to 
power of the Caprivi ministry. Count 
Leo Caprivi, a general staff officer with 
boundless admiration for English liberal 

ism, was a protagonist of the German 
militarists who dream of a working class 

soldier coalition. Before he was removed 
by William If in 1894, Caprivi as min- 
ister-president of Prussia was able at 
least temporarily to subvert the anti- 
Polish phase of the colonization program 
in two successive laws (1890-91) creating 

several special regional 
(e.g., Bromberg, Frankfort on the Oder, 

Breslau) for the purpose of aiding all 
would-be f in the eastern 

of 

commissions 

larmowners 

parts of Prussia to acquire moderate 

plots on quitrent basis (Rentengiiter). 
These measures were, of course, not un- 

connected with the increasing number of 

German as well as Polish bankruptcies 
on the larger estates in the nineties; 

small holdings were definitely proving 
more practical in the new world-trade 

situation at the end of the century.*” 

% Tbid., pp. 304 and 309. 

37 AAL, pp. 56-73. The laws themselves are given 
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Space will not permit an inquiry into 
the manifold relationships between the 
new commissions and the old, which, of 

course, continued to function, although 

on a smaller scale than Caprivi’s. We 
must, however, recognize this fact: no 

one seriously talked about abandoning 
the attempt to control the population 
relationships in Prussia; each party and 
group merely sought to use or to create 
machinery for its own political ends. 
Caprivi’s policy amounted to a Liberal- 
Radical interlude, the results of which 
carried forward into the next ministry, 
that of Hohenlohe, to the extent that the 
regional commissions continued in exist- 

ence still creating independent farms on a 

quitrent basis and, until 1898, offering 
them to Poles on an equal basis with 
Germans. In other words, just as Caprivi 
accepted the Colonization Commission 
as part of the Prussian landscape, his 
successor, similarly, accepted Caprivi’s 
regional commissions, eventually fetter- 
ing them somewhat to accord with cur- 

rent politics.*° 

During Hohenlohe’s first year in ofiice, 
1895, the number of families settled by 
the original Colonization Commission 

reached the thousand mark, and the 

commission announced that one-half of 
its 100,000,000 marks had been ex- 
pended. The average size of the plots 
provided had dropped to just above 
forty acres. Of 130 estates purchased 
since 1886, 90 were still partly in opera- 
tion under state e:iployees as Restgiiter, 

amounting to almost 190,000 acres. In 

other words, purchase of bankrupt es- 
tates had gone on mechanically with the 

original sum voted in 1886, but settle- 

ment was not especially rapid.** 

in the appendix of his book, pp. 142-49. See also 
StumMPFE, pp. 42-49. 

38 AAL, pp. 91-92; sec 
BELGARD, p. 190. 

also Tims, p. 57, and 
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Indeed, the Bromberg Regional Com- 

mission, in the years 1892-94, may have 
settled almost twice as many small farm 
ers as the Colonization Commission set- 
tled in the whole period of its existence 
(1886-95).4° There were many reasons 
for this disparity, among them the 
smaller size and lower purchase require- 
ments of the Rentengiiter, as well as the 

open attitude toward Poles in the Brom- 

berg Commission.“ It is true that the 

so-called ‘‘colonies” of the Bromberg 

Commission were composed of Prussians 
German or otherwise—almost entirely 

drawn from the very provinces in ques- 
tion; but a glance at the provenance of 

the one thousand settlers of the Posen 
commission indicates that but one-third 
of these came from outside the six eastern 
provinces of Prussia! It is no wonder that 
a well-known expert on “inner coloniza- 
tion,’ Max Sering, could describe Prus 

sian policy up to 1893 as “agrarian bet- 
terment”’ rather than as a populationist- 
nationalist program !” 

The year 1895 is significant as the first 
in which more German properties than 
Polish were purchased by the Coloniza- 
tion Commission. This trend was tem- 
porarily stemmed in 1896-97 but re- 
sumed its vigor in the latter years of 
Hohenlohe’s ministry to a really striking 
extent.** In the period 1886-99, at least 
40 per cent of all purchased properties 

39 BELGARD, pp. 304, 309, and 312. 

4° STUMPFE, p. 4. 

' On smaller size see BELGARD, p. 193; on price 
(a hint of competition here), ibid., p. 196; on open 

attitude to Poles (the Poles purchased 48 per cent 
of all Rentengiiter available in 1892-96), AAL, p. 

93 n. 

“ BELGARD, pp. 310 and 312; see also Max 
SERING, Die innere Kolonisation (‘Schriften de 

Vereins fiir Socialpolitik,” Vol. LVI (Leipzig, 1893)), 

pp. 240-42. 

43 Stumpre, p. 261, Table 13. 
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were German-owned.** Some justifica- 
tion in line with Bismarck’s original 

policy can be derived from the realization 
that many bankrupt German estates 

were about to fall into the hands of 
Polish colonizing organizations, whose 

counterprogram, initiated shortly after 
1886, began to show results. 

Without turning aside from our pur- 

pose we must pause to refer to this im- 
portant phenomenon, for it bears a direct 
relationship to the limited success of the 
Colonization Commission. Between 1888 
and 1896, 1,073 Polish families were 
settled on about 30,000 acres of farmland 
by the Bank Ziemski (land bank), organ- 

ized in the Colonization Commission city 
of Posen in 1888.* A private corporation 
organized in 1894, Spétka Rolnikéw 
Parcelacyjna (Karmers’ Parceling So- 

ciety), had purchased about 13,500 acres 
for the same purpose by 1900. In the 

period 1897-1900 in the province of 
Posen alone, 40,000 acres more German 

land were sold to Poles than were pur- 
chased from them! By 1900 the Coloni- 
zation Commission had purchased over 
200,000 acres of Polish land, but in only 

four years (1897-1900) the Poles suc- 

ceeded in buying over 150,000 acres of 
German land. As a direct consequence of 

this new competition for land in the open 
market, the price of farmland again rose 

to its 1889 peak and soared above it by 
1900.47 

There was no abandonment of the 
Prussian colonization program in 1898, 

"Report of the Colonization Commission for 

1899, Prussian diet, 1900, upper house I, 30, quoted 

in Tims, p. 153. 

® A survey of Polish colonizing activity up to 

1900 is given in StUMPFE, pp. 2-4; see also BELGARD, 
pp. 277-95, which has data through 1905, 

"From a report of the Oberprdsident of Posen, 

read by Bulow, in a speech on Jan. 13, 1902, quoted 

in STUMPFE, p. 7. 

‘7 Tbid.; BELGARD, p. 304. 
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when the second 100,000,000 marks 

came to be voted on, in spite of the Polish 
competition, the resultant increase in 
land values, and the slowness of settle- 
ment. With the aid of the new fund, 111 
more estates, making a total of 241 since 

1886, were purchased in the years 1895 
1900, amounting to 162,000 acres more 

land to be surveyed, divided, and set 
tled.** By 1900 it had become necessary 
to increase the Colonization Commission 

staff to nine experts;*? more than 4,000 

families had been settled by the Colo- 
nization Commission, and, of the 661 

settled in 1900, two-thirds came from 

outside the six eastern provinces of Prus 
sia; this was the highest percentage of 

true (nonlocal) ‘ 

far.” Moreover, the Brombere Regional 

Commission, with its circum 

scribed after 1898, had succeeded in set 

tling a similar number of local provin- 
cials on independent farms in the shorter 
period 1892-1900." The Colonization 
Commission was put to great expense 
and trouble managing 162 (by 1900) 
Restgiiler, amounting to about 290,000 

acres, of which about 75,000 acres were 

undistributed plots of the 40-acre size. 
Obviously, the Colonization Commis 

needed some criticism, perhaps 

‘settlers’ reached thus 

powers 

sion 

some shaking up, and some aid from en- 
thusiastic polophobes. This attention 
came from several “friendly” 

first of all from the new and vigorously 
and 

SOUrCces: 

nationalistic minister-president 

chancellor, Von Biilow. Hohenlohe, mi 

nority-wise his 
Statthalter of Alsace-Lorraine, had pre 

ferred to let many (he hoped) sleeping 
dogs lie in Polish politics. But his suc 

from experiences as 

cessor at least officially believed that the 

48 Tbid., pp. 304 P ” BELGARD, p. 312 

‘9 STUMPFE, p. 108. 1 STUMPFE, p. 4 

8 BELGARD, pp. 304 and 309 
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Polish question was the issue on which 
the fatherland’s future hung. Not only 
did he make a new and larger grant pos- 
sible for the Colonization Commission in 
1902 by which he intended to “speed up”’ 
colonization, but he persuaded the diet 
to vote an extra 100,000,000 marks solely 
for the purchase of Polish estates in that 
rear.3 Furthermore, he lent his ear to 

? 

two other sources of friendly criticism of 
the Colonization Commission: (1) Dr. E. 

Stumpfe, author of Polengrage und An- 

siedlungs-Kommission (1902), who pro- 

vided many wise technical improvements 
in Colonization Commission policy, and 
(2) the East Marches League, which 

generally encouraged his own polophobia 
via petitions, letters, and telegrams.*4 

The heyday of Prussian population 
policy is undoubtedly to be found in the 
Biilow era, an era of noisy German 
nationalism. In 1904 the first measure 
was taken to prevent Polish colonization 
activities—the building-voucher require- 
ment, a pet project of the East Marchers. 
Coupled with a concurrent war on Polish 
religious instruction, the law forbidding a 

Polish-speaking farmer from building a 
dwelling on his plot of land for a married 
son was dynamite in Polish Prussia. Nor 
was it successful in cutting qut Polish 
competition—the Poles merely turned to 

63T regard the question of the eastern marches 
not only as one of the most important questions of 
our policy, but as exactly the question upon which 
the immediate future of our country depends” 
(Chancellor von Bilow in a speech delivered Jan. 13, 
1902, quoted in Stumprs, p. 1). 

“We shall continue resolutely the systematic 
advancement of German colonies in Posen and West 
Prussia and do this at a faster pace [in beschleunig- 
terem Tempo|, and as soon as the means are ex- 

hausted, lay claims to greater and richer appropria- 
tions” (Von Biilow in a speech Jan. 13, 1902, ibid., 

p. 29). 
54 The significance of Stumpfe’s book is remarked 

in BELGARD, pp. 10 and 303. Naturally, the League 
claimed more influence than it is necessary to posit, 
knowing Biilow’s own predilections (Tims, pp. 123 
and 127-28). 
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the purchase of small German holdings 
with dwellings already on them, and the 
land values in Posen and West Prussia 
rose in 1906 to nearly triple the 1886 
prices.® 

Nor did the twentieth annual report 
of the Colonization Commission, issued 

in 1907, present a rosy picture of un- 
qualified victories. Nearly 300,000,000 
marks had been spent for the purchase of 
812,500 acres of land, and somewhat 

more for the costs of colonization, which 
amounted to 12,000 German families, 

estimated at 100,000 persons.® In the 
period 1900-1904 the Polish “parceling”’ 
banks and societies had acquired 60,000 
more acres from Germans than Germans 
had got from Poles in those years.*’ The 
state colonization was not moving fast 

enough.** Such colonization as had taken 
place had utilized land two-thirds of 
which came from bankrupt—or profiteer- 
ing—Germans.** In 1906, 90 per cent of 
all the properties acquired were Ger- 
man.® Furthermore, the average size of 
the properties offered was the lowest in 
twenty years. Truly it seemed time for 
rigorous measures. 

Nor was Biilow 

55 Very well discussed, including the grounds for 

its failure in Tims pp. 126-32. 

behindhand: the 

5 Zwansig Jahre deutscher Kulturarbeit: Tatigkeit 

und Aufgaben neupreussischer Kolonisation in West- 
preussen und Polen (Berlin, 1907), pp. 21 and 68. 

57 This figure was obtained by subtracting the 

surplus of Polish-purchased land over German- 
purchased land in the period 1897-1900, as noted 
earlier, from the total surplus for the years 1897 
1904, referred to in Tras, p. 153. 

8 Stumpfe showed this by contrasting the rate of 
penetration into new colonies of Polish cotters, 

which resulted from too thin a German group, lack- 
ing unmarried children to work their holdings (pp. 
53-57). 

59 The German share was exactly 65.6 per cent 
in total area obtained, 67.6 per cent in total value 
(cost), and 71.9 per cent of the number of estates 

purchased (Zwansig Jahre, p. 21). 

60 Tras, p. 153. 
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speech of January 1907 from the throne 
foreshadowed the ‘‘most earnest efforts” 
embodied in the expropriation bill in- 
troduced by the minister-president in the 
fall of 1907. By the time it had passed the 
upper house in February 1908 by a vote 
of 143 to 111, the bill was saddled with 

numerous weakening restrictions, such 

as the limitation on total purchase to 
175,000 acres in very narrow areas of 
Posen and West Prussia where German 
colonies already existed. Nevertheless, 
this measure marked “the high-water 
mark of German anti-Polish policy.” 
Before he could use the law, Biilow was 

out of office, succeeded by a Junker 

whose political position rested on close 
co-operation with the Catholic Center 
and flirtation with democratic elements 
in Prussia and Germany.* 

Before proceeding to the grand anti- 
climax of the whole policy, during the 
prewar and war years, we must devote a 
few words to the Prussian policy which 
became more and more characteristic 
after 1898; that is, the policy of economic 
and political reinforcement of existing 
German population and German busi- 
ness. The various measures of subsidy 
and loan to would-be shopkeepers and 
doctors as well as to near-bankrupt 
farmers, the building program of the 

Biilow era, and the approval and even 
insistence by top officials that underlings 
participate in and further “patriotic and 
service” societies of the East Marchers 
variety—all were phases of a defensive 
policy indicating a growing sense of fail- 
ure in the battle with the Poles. The lat- 
ter found themselves struggling, not un- 
successfully,® for economic, social, and 

$1 Thid., pp. 157, 161-63, and 166-69. 

& A mark of this success was the growing number 

of Poles in the shopkeeping-handicrafts class. In 
Gnesen, a city of 14,318 Poles and 9,386 Germans 

(1905), the Polish representation in these occupa- 
tions increased during the period 1890-1906 by 
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political equality in a Prussian state 
which was practically leading the world 
in industrial advance but trailing badly 
in its sociopolitical structure as exempli- 
fied by its constitution with the Junker- 
dominated three-class voting system." 
A defeat for the Prussian population 
policy was perhaps not inevitable as a 
result of its connection with nationalist 
attitudes. But in the years after 1908 
the policy slacked off as international 
tension grew and the need for a united 
Prussia and a united Germany in the 
face of a possibility of war finally over- 
whelmed the polophobe groups." 

Colonization continued to take place 
after 1908, but in 1910 only 1,098 fami- 

lies were settled, the lowest figure since 

1902. The amount of land obtained in the 
open market by the Colonization Com- 
mission dropped from approximately 
50,000 acres in 1909 to 37,000 acres in 
1910. Furthermore, the average-sized 
holding available for purchase had 
dropped to an all-time low of 750 acres 
in 1908. The Colonization Commission’s 
land reserve had dropped from 130,000 
acres in 1908 to 37,500 acres in 1912. 

And still the Bethmann-Hollweg regime 

19.4 per cent (from 340 to 406), while the Germans 

diminished by 22.7 per cent (from 176 to 136) 
(Fritz Vosperc, Die Stadt Gnesen [‘‘Shriften des 

Vereins fiir Socialpolitik,” Vol. CXIX (Leipzig, 

1909)], p. 128). Similar data for other areas of Posen 

and West Prussia can be found in MITSCHERLICH, 

pp. 101-56. 

63 This voting structure naturally carried down 

into the county councils (Kreistage) and 

councils (Stadiridter), where Poles were far from 

having strength equivalent to their numbers, due to 

their economically inferior position (Tims, pp. 206 
a} 

64 An interesting appeal against the anti-Polish 

population policy was made by an _ ex-Landrat 
(county commissioner) from Polish Prussia (Mogil 
no). He specifically feared war’s effects in these 
dissident regions and urged a member of the royal 

house to take over Prussian Poland from the 
bureaucracy (Baron Karl von PutTrKAMMER, Die 
Misserfolge in der Polen politik |Berlin, 1913], p. 20). 

town 
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refrained from expropriation as em- 
powered by the Act of 1908. 

After East Marches League demon- 

strations and protests, a token expropria- 
tion amounting to exactly 4,650 acres 
(1,900 hectares) was carried out in 
October 1912. This was the sole trial of 
the law. It served to weaken further the 
position in their communities of those 
Prussian Poles who maintained their 
loyalty to that state which had made 
them second-class citizens, so that when 
the war came those Polish communities 
largely hoped for the re-creation of an 
independent Poland which they might 
eventually join.® 

During the war years an anti-Polish 
colonization program was politically and 
economically out of the question. The 
war provided, however, an opportunity 
for all the exponents of population policy 
to indulge in a dream spree of wide pro- 
portions, a spree from which many never 
quite recovered, even after 1918.° With 

the capture of large sections of Russian 
Poland and the Russian Baltic provinces, 
many German oflicials and societies, in- 
cluding the East Marches League and 

the Pan-German League, envisioned 

large-scale colonization programs in these 

areas. Ludendorff himself believed in the 
annexation and German colonization of 

a wide belt of Polish land running from 

Suvalki in the northeast to Lodz in the 

southwest of the old Kingdom of Poland 

of 1815.% 

The first shock which should have 

wakened the dreamers was the joint an- 
nouncement by Bethmann-Hollweg and 

® Tims, p. 171 

6 Tbid., p. 178. 

87 Tbid., pp. 273-76. A bill to repeal the Expropri 
ation Act failed to get through the diet as late as 

January 1918. 

68. Lupenporrr, My war memories (2 vols; 

London, n.d.), II, 660-61. 
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Count Burian of Austria-Hungary on 
November 5, 1916 of an independent 
Kingdom of Poland, to be constructed 

out of Russian territory only (of course!). 
The exigencies of warfare, rightly or 
wrongly, had impelled the very creation 

of the bugaboo of Bismarck, a Polish 

state which could discover in Posen and 
West Prussia a Polonia irridenta made to 
order for an international peace con- 
ference.*® 

Something very like this really oc- 
curred in 1919 to shock a few more 
dreamers, especially those in the ceded 
territories, into wakefulness. But there 
were Germans who never ceased to 
dream of a colonial territory on their 
doorstep. And they, too, were to have 
their chance at population policy in a 
German Poland. 

V 

In drawing up a balance sheet of the 
colonization program or even of the 
whole population program of Prussia in 
the years 1886-1918, the natural thing to 
do is to count heads. Although no final 

census or even estimate made in 1918 is 

available, if we assume a rate of settle- 
ment of 2,000 families per year from 1907 
to 1918, which is really too high,’® then 
the maximum number of families settled 

in the period 1886-1918 would be 
36,000," which with family size placed 
at eight ” would give a total settlement 

of 288,000 persons. But we can subtract 

69, Lupenporrr, Urkunden der  obersten 

Heeresleitung (Berlin, 1920), pp. 298-300; see also 

T. BetumMann-Ho.tiwec, Betrachtungen sum Welt 

krieg (Berlin, 1921), II, 87-100. 

7 The highest recorded rate of settlement avail 

able is 1,500 per year, in 1905 (BeELGARD, p. 312). 

7 Rounding off the figure given for 1886-1906 in 

Zwanzig Jahre, p. 68, to 12,000. 

72 Tims assumes this family size when he cal- 

culates the 12,000 units of 1906 to comprise 100,000 

persons (p. 152). 
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a minimum of one-third of these as being 

natives of the two provinces,’* leaving 
roughly 192,000 real immigrants. Again 

taking the largest number possible, we 

assume that, by 1910, 150,000 real im- 
migrants had been added to the original 

German population of the two provinces 
(1890) :'4 1,622,152 plus 150,000 equals 
1,772,152 (1910). However, the census 
figures for that year give 1,994,703—a 

23 per cent increase—so that, of the 

actual increase in Germans, the very 
maximum share which the colonization 
could have had was 40 per cent. Now the 
Poles in this region increased by only 
18.7 per cent from 1890 to 1910. If, 
therefore, the high rate of colonization 

assumed actually took place, it ac- 

counted for the fact that the German 
population was growing faster than the 
Polish population. But what is important 
to note is that, whether or not the pro- 
gram was functioning at this high rate, 

the Germans for some reason did begin 

to catch up. What, then, was all the 
fuss about? 

In plain fact, a great many people 
were not interested in the counting of 

heads after all. From the first, the main 
concern of the Prussian population 
policy was the social and economic dis- 
location which had begun in the eastern 

provinces as early as the sixties. The key 
word throughout every speech and book 
of the period is Agrarpolitik, sometimes 
Bevilkerungs politik: agrarian policy 
population policy. In spite of the terrific 
smoke screen, which has never entirely 
lifted—witness the racialism of the Nazi 
colonization program—nationality pro- 
vided more slogans than necessities for 

state policy. The necessities arose from 

73 The years 1886-1906 averaged one-third local 

settlers (BELGARD, p. 312). 

™ Census figures from MITSCHERLICH, pp. 260 

63, Tables IV and IVa 
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the economic unfeasibility of the large 
estates, which struck down first the 
szlachta and after 1890 the German 
landowners who had bought them out. 

At the particular stage of technology and 
agrarian improvement existing in Polish 
Prussia at the end of the century, the 
small independent farmer could make a 
go of it, while the Junker or gentleman 

farmer who was dependent on heavy ex- 
ploitation of labor—which no longer was 
willing to be exploited—could not. The 
great landowners wanted a substitute for 

the lost ‘“Michel” and were finding it in 

the immigrant Pole. But the National 

Liberals, the Free Conservatives, and 
the Radicals offered them a compromise: 
the German These 
were set up in careful fashion, ostensibly 
to keep out the Polish tide—90 per cent 
of the plots “sold” actually were made 
over in the form of the Rentengut: the 

farmer paid an annual “rent,”’ at least 
part of which he could not “buy off” 
without a very complicated procedure. 
In this way the state managed to set up 
a controllable tenantry, of great sig- 
nificance for the future of provincial 
A grarpolitik. 

Every attempt to evaluate the popu 

lation policy of Prussia solely as a na- 

colonist. colonists 

tionalist measure is bound to come out 

with the Delbriickian that 

even several hundred thousand more 

Germans in the eastern marches was a 

drop in the bucket. We have seen that, 
in spite of their statistical lore, the Ger 
mans had no real grip on the differential 
statistics of Polish and German increase. 

The statistics of nationality seemed to 

cone lusion 

make a good show because the statistics 

of a changing social and economic struc- 

ture, if unknown, could also be guessed. 

Old prejudices were fanned alive as 
Posen Jews became the neighbors of the 
best Berlin and Hamburg families. Polish 
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was an everyday language on the tram- 
ways of Essen and Dortmund. Naturally, 
those prejudices played into the hands 
of the Prussian politicians who believed 
in and aspired to Junkerdom as it was 
idealized in the Rittergut of several 
hundred acres, surrounded by honest 

German colonials, bound to give forty 
days’ service per year and standing out- 
side the church with hat in hand on Sun- 
day morning. But, alas, if the coloniza- 
tion program failed, it failed not because 
of the Poles but because of the Germans. 

The system of the Rittergut had one 
chance of survival: the free admission of 
cheap Polish labor, which could be set- 
tled on a temporary lease (Zeitpacht) and 
dispossessed when it became too well 
“westernized” for thorough exploitation, 

to make way for more Poles. Instead, 
Prussia chose a colonization policy, 
strongly influenced by the new national- 
ism of German unity—a policy which 
required Germans to behave as their 
ancestors had behaved, as if no industrial 

revolution had occurred. This policy was 
never wholeheartedly abandoned. It 
petered out as other considerations of 
national defense made the “important” 
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nationality interest secondary. Conse- 
quently, there is probably no balance 
sheet drawn up for the policy. Counting 
heads is almost meaningless. We shall 
have to be content to observe that the 
Prussian state, with the aid of its old 

frontier tradition, stumbled upon a 
technique for changing social and eco- 
nomic relationships, that is, the manipu- 
lation of populations; but, in applying a 
new, highly experimental technique to a 
confused, disintegrating-reintegrating so- 
cial situation in the eastern provinces, 
Prussians honestly or dishonestly mis- 
took the problem. Applied to nationality, 
the new technique may or may not have 
affected the relationships of Germans 
and Poles. It most certainly did not solve 
the original problem for which it was set 
up~namely, to save a crumbling eco- 

nomic order. Because of this confusion in 

application, it is impossible to pass judg- 
ment upon the potential usefulness of 

the technique. This is one lesson we may 

learn from a history of the Royal Prus- 
sian Colonization Commission and its 

work. 

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 



INTERNATIONAL POLITICS AND THE MILITARY MIND: THE 

CASE OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, 1911-1914! 

JOHN C. CAIRNS 

MONG thoughtful citizens, the rela- 
tionship of the military to the 
civil power in a democracy must 

always occasion serious debate. In time 

of crisis this debate necessarily becomes 
heated. The actual role of the army in the 
making of a democratic nation’s foreign 
policy is clearly difficult to assess in an 
atmosphere filled with fear, suspicion, 
recrimination, and the rattling of the 
sword. Not until time has passed, pas- 
sions have cooled, and adequate docu- 

mentation is available to students can 
any balanced view of the ideas and goals 
of the soldiers be obtained. We have now 
advanced almost forty years from the 
first World War, and the controversies of 

two and three decades ago are for the 

most part behind us. The general picture 
of those last years before Sarajevo is rea- 
sonably clear. It is possible, then, to at- 
tempt an assessment of military policy 
and of its importance as a factor in the 
development of national foreign policy. 

This paper deals with the French Re- 
public, its soldiers, and the course of in- 
ternational politics from 1911 to 1914, 
that is to say, from the eve of the last 
great diplomatic crisis to the coming of 
the war. It is simply a case study of the 
military element in a modern democracy. 
It makes no pretense of being typical, 
either of that time or of any other. But it 
may throw some light on the role of the 
army in France’s intellectual, psychologi- 
cal, and material preparation for the col- 

'T am indebted to the Social Science Research 
Council for making possible part of the research on 
which this paper is based. 

) 
4. 

lapse of the peace and the first of the 
twentieth century’s great wars. To that 
extent it may help to clarify the un- 
derlying and essentially determinative 
state of mind from which, in part, these 

wars appear to result. 

Before 1912 or 1913 in France, the 

soldiers were by no means in the center of 
the stage. Even after the Millerand era 
and in the period of the so-called “‘mili- 
tary renaissance,”’ they did not direct the 
governmental executive. Hostile critics to 

the contrary, the French were still very 

much civilians. rom time to time, re- 
tired army and navy men in the chamber 
of deputies rose to put forward their 

views. They were tinged with a spirit 
more martial, perhaps, than those of the 

general run of lawyers, doctors, or jour- 
nalists who constituted the parliamen- 
tary majority; but the military men in 
public life and the public view were not 
many and, moreover, were undoubtedly 

less influential than those who were not. 
The army did not have to appear in the 

Palais Bourbon to be heard. More than 
one general must have had his political 
mouthpiece, as Arthur Maitrot had his 
friend, the eminent politician Charles 
Benoist, to speak for him.” 

2 Charles Benorst, Souvenirs de Charles Benoist 

(3 vols.; Paris, 1932-34), III, 199-210. Of capital 

importance for the study of French military thought 
before 1914 are the following: France Militaire, a 

militant daily devoted to the support and advance 

ment of the army; the fortnightly Spectateur Mili 

taire, designed for the ofiicer class and devoted to the 

moral and military preparation of France for war; 

the influential Revue militaire générale, founded by 

General Hippolyte Langlois, which carried political 
and historical articles and seemed in these years al 

? 
y 
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For the most part, the soldiers were 
little heard from; but they were not with- 
out ideas and plans. The evidence shows 
that in the years of final crisis they knew, 
perhaps better than any other single ele- 
ment in the country, where they and the 
nation were heading. Contemptuous of 
politics and civil authorities in general, 

they had no faith in diplomacy. Funda- 
mentally uncertain of their friends and 
allies, they did all they could to reassure 
the French public, directly and indirect- 
ly, of the reliability of the Russian alli- 
ance and the English entente. Favorable 
to overseas expansion to the point of 
being ready to fight for the right to 

colonial expansion, they were neverthe- 
less reluctant to divert the national at- 
tention from the dominant problem of 
l-uropean power. Sure that war was both 
imminent and in the long run desirable, 

they struggled to combat all internal 

weakness and to place France in a mate- 
rial and psychological position where she 
would be able and ready to choose the 
most favorable moment to fight for her 
life, her honor, and the restoration of her 

former greatness. 

I 

The army had little reverence for for- 
eign ministers and ambassadors. Almost 

without exception, French policies were 

most to specialize in analyses of the 1870 experience 
which concluded that the defeat then had been un- 
necessary and would not be repeated, published 

monthly; the Bulletin mensuel militaire, a monthly 

primarily for reserve officers, containing a consider- 
able amount of material aimed at the psychological 
preparation for war; the Revue du service de l’in- 
tendance militaire, which ran some papers on prob- 
lems of foreign policy and preparation. The fort- 
nightly Questions Diplomatiques et Coloniales often 

contained articles by military critics, hostile to the 

Third Republic and to Germany, and the great 
Revue des deux mondes was likewise an outlet in these 
prewar years for the writings of generals, lesser offi- 
cers, and their civilian friends, who were trying to 

awaken France to the European dangers. 
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condemned as humiliatingly weak. More 
generally, all diplomacy was dismissed as 
a superficial attempt to deal with pro- 
found and even insoluble problems. At 
most, the work of negotiation in interna- 

tional politics was worth no more than 
the armed force backing it up and the 
readiness to use that force. “It is because 

a good many Frenchmen do not believe 
us strong enough to fight the Germans,” 

wrote an officer in the autumn of 1911, 
“that they find it quite natural to impose 
their humiliating demands on us in the 
middle of peace. It is for the same reason 
that our diplomacy shows itself so timor- 
ous regarding them.”* The military men 
had no faith in the philosophy that 
peaceful means could be adapted to the 
solution of questions involving national 
interest and honor. Negotiation was dis- 

cussion, and discussion was reason. Inter- 
national disputes were intrinsically un- 
reasonable. “In our time,” declared an 

army publicist, “the great political con- 
flicts are conflicts of races. . . . Let poli- 
ticians in Paris or London proclaim their 
will to peace at any price, under a veil of 
fine words about dignity and honor!—it 
does not matter!—Those are only fleet- 

ing incidents, incapable of stopping the 
course of certain events.’’ 

Contempt for politicians, however, did 
not always extend to political accords. 
The alliance system dividing Europe was 
fully accepted by the army as part of the 
ineluctable pattern of the modern world. 
Established long before 1911 and to a 

considerable extent imposed by the Ger- 
man Empire, its dissolution was never for 
a moment seriously considered. There 
was, nevertheless, considerable misgiving 

3X” review of A. Boucner, La France vic- 

torieuse dans la guerre de demain: étude stratégique, in 

Revue militaire générale, X (October 1911), 492. 

4Commandant de Crvrieux, Le germanisme en- 

cerclé (Paris, 1913), pp. 112 and 113. 



INTERNATIONAL POLITICS AND THE MILITARY MIND 

in military circles about the value of the 
Russian alliance. Public and _ private 
judgments of its worth from 1911 to 1914 
were very different. Months before the 
Potsdam conference late in 1910, where 
the Germans and Russians exchanged 

promises not to interfere with one an- 
other in the matters of the Baghdad Rail- 

road and political influence in northern 
Persia, serious doubts regarding the na- 

ture of Russian military preparedness 
were expressed. General Ferdinand Foch, 
the director of the Ecole militaire, told 
General Sir Henry Wilson, the British 
director of military operations, of these 
suspicions as early as January 1910. To- 
ward the end of that year Foch was able 
to report improvements; but they were 
slow. “He says,’’ wrote Wilson, “that he 
doesn’t think Russia would actually in- 
terfere if Germany and France were to 

fight about Belgium, but Russia would 
do all her possible if war broke out 
through the Balkans. . . . In short, Foch 
is of opinion that, in the coming war in 
Belgium, France must trust to England 

and not to Russia.” If Foch tended to 
overemphasize the preponderance of the 
British role in French military thought, 
he was not on that account any less fear- 
ful of the Russian position than he said. 

The news of the Russo-German talks 

at Potsdam came unexpectedly and had 
a very bad effect. Some professional jour- 

nals did what they could to accept the 
word of Foreign Minister Stéphen Pichon 
that all was well, if only to reassure the 
country as a whole. But more than one 
soldier said publicly what he thought. 
“Vou ask me,”’ General Guillaume Bon- 

nal was reported as replying to the press, 
“is it the end of the alliance? I am 
obliged to answer you: Yes, it is the 

§ Major-General Sir C. E. CALLWELL, Field Mar- 
shal Sir Henry Wilson, Bart., G.C.B., D.S.O., his life 
and letters (2 vols.; London, 1927), I, 88. 
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end of the strict military conventions 
worked out in detail by General Bois- 
deffre, which were the foundation and 
raison d’étre of the Russian alliance.” 
Military writers openly admitted that 
there was a “malaise” in the Triple En- 
tente and suggested that “a little disci- 
pline” would be a salutary thing. The 
tide of dissatisfaction flowed freely for 
some months. Innumerable comments 
were forthcoming in the spring of 1911 
that France could no longer count on the 

Russian army, that only her own 
strength would win her reliable friends, 
and that the Germans were making a 

sustained effort to win Russia away.® 
During the Moroccan crisis that summer, 
Prime Minister Joseph Caillaux remem- 
bered General Gaston Galliffet’s having 

once remarked, “You forget that the 
Russian army is worth nothing.” Yet the 
military journals editorialized, after the 
completion of the Moroccan accord with 
Germany in November, that France had 
never been better supported by her ally 

than during the four-month crisis.’ This 
attitude was the more surprising as Rus- 
sian diplomatic support had actually 
been entirely lacking. The conclusion, 
then, would be that either the facts of 
Franco-Russian relations were unknown 
to the writers or they preferred not to 
admit them publicly. 

Almost certainly the eulogistic public 
references to the Russians on this occa- 

® France Militaire, Jan. 15-16, 1911; General 

BONNAL, quoted in Paris Journal, Feb. 1, 1911, 

cited in Die grosse Politik der europdischen K abinette, 

1871-1914, ed. J. Lepsrus, Albrecht MENDELSSOHN 
BARTHOLDY, and Friedrich THimme (Berlin, 1922 

27) (hereafter cited as ““GP”’), XX VII, 896 n.; Com 

mandant de THomasson, ‘‘La maladie de la Triple 
Entente,” Questions Diplomatiques et Coloniales 

(Feb. 1, 1911), pp. 129-38; see also France Militaire, 
Mar. 8, Apr. 28, and June 1, 1911. 

7 France Militaire, Nov.8, 1911; GALLIFFET, quot- 
ed by Alfred Fasre-Luce, Caillaux (Paris, 1933), 

pp. 58-59, 
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sion issued from the desire to reassure the 
country that it had not been abandoned 
by the tsarist regime. The professional 
editorials on the completion of the 
Franco-Russian naval convention in 
i912 were another case in point, for cer- 
tainly this calculated manifestation of 

the two nations’ solidarity did not mark 
the “brilliant renewal of the Russian 
fleet” or the “intense vitality and grow- 
ing effectiveness of our alliance,’’ as the 

army organ, France Militaire, main- 

tained.* This the French high command 
knew as well as anyone. Too many offi- 

cers retained unsatisfactory memories of 
the Russian army in action to be entirely 
sanguine about its future. Some, like 

General Paul Silvestre, a former attaché 
in Berlin, had seen it operating in Man- 
churia.’ Doubts that the Russians were 
playing the entente game could not be 

completely supressed, and there were 
fears that the Potsdam agreements might 

react unfavorably on Anglo-Russian rela- 
tions with regard to Persia. Yet, in prin- 
ciple, no opposition to Russian expansion 
elsewhere was displayed. And military 
talk of the Russians being the ‘‘eventual”’ 

possessors of Constantinople was entirely 
remote from the views of the French min- 
istry of foreign affairs on the subject. 

All public questioning as to the wis- 
dom of being allied with the Russian Em- 

pire was met by the army publicists with 
the injunction to consider the matter 
from a purely military point of view. 
Thus from time to time it was repeated 
for general consumption that Russian 
power constituted “the surest guarantee 

against the German peril.”” Those who 

8 France Militaire, Aug. 6, 1912. 

*See Princess Antoine Radziwill to General de 
Robilant, Paris, Oct. 28, 1912, Letires de la princesse 

Radziwill au cénéral de Rootlant, 1898-1914 (4 vols.; 

Bologna, 1924), 1V, 203; see Jorrre’s remarks on the 

state of the Russian army in 1913, in Mémoires du 

maréchal Joffre (2,vols.; Paris, 1932), I, 127-34. 
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tended to feel uncomfortable with such a 
bedfellow were warned to avoid ‘‘the es- 
sentially French fault of seeking the basis 
for political alliances in the instinctive 
attraction of peoples for each other.’’!° 
But no matter what they said for publi- 
cation, the soldiers never felt absolutely 
sure of the Russian guarantee. In the 

spring of 1913, Foch remarked to his 
friend Wilson that they favored general 
war being not too long postponed, be- 

cause under existing conditions it was 
likely that the casus belli would be Bal- 
kan. Russian involvement would there- 
fore be certain. In any strictly Franco- 
German quarrel, there would be reason 

to doubt that the Russians, the alliance 
notwithstanding, would throw their full 
military weight into play. Foch thought 
they might very well take a line of their 
own.!! This view was maintained by the 
French army down to the coming of the 
war. Eastern involvement of Russia was 

considered the essential prelude to the 
successful operation of the alliance. By 
the end of 1913, at the latest, the presi- 
dent of the republic and a number of the 
ambassadors shared this opinion. 

Of England and the Entente Cordiale 

as factors in the calculations of the sol- 
diers before 1914, comparatively little is 
known. Intermittent talks between the 
two general staffs took place between 

1905 and 1912. Permanent co-operation 
did not come about until the close of 
1913. In the spirit of the entente, there 
were no binding agreements; but on the 

I’rench side, at least, there was much dis- 

10 Lieutenant Rrinrert, ‘‘L’expansion russe et la 

conquéte de la mer libre,” Spectateur Militaire, XC 

(Jan. 1, Feb. 1, 1913), 51, 189, 192, and 203-4. 

1 Wilson reported these details, following a visit 

to Bourges, to Sir Arthur Nicolson (Nicolson to 

Sir Edward Grey, Feb. 24, 1913, in British documents 

on the origins of the war, 1898-1914, ed. G. P. Goocu 

and Harold TeMPERLEY [11 vols.; London, 1926-38] 

[hereafter cited as ‘‘BD”’|, IX, Part 2, 656). 
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cussion of British participation in future 
continental campaigns.” Some observers 
have judged this peculiarly intimate, yet 
loose, relationship almost an alliance. 
Pierre Renouvin, however, thought not 

and pointed out that, in any event, the 
soldiers were so tight-lipped that what 
passed between them would never be 
known.'® Certainly, the talks between 
Foch and Wilson, considering the prin- 
ciple of absolute political and military 
freedom maintained by Sir Edward Grey 
and the Asquith cabinet, were practical 
and concrete. In January 1910 Wilson 
noted a discussion ‘at great length of 

our combined action in Belgium,” and in 

October of that same year he mentioned 
Foch’s telling him that France must 

trust to England and that ‘‘all our plans 
must be worked out in minutest detail so 
that we may be quite clear of the action 
and the line to take.”’ Military plans were 
again exchanged between them at the 

end of 1911." 
Some military alarm was registered on 

the occasion of the attempted Anglo- 
German naval understanding in 1912. It 

was feared in the army that such an 
agreement would enable the Germans to 

concentrate upon land forces,’ and the 
fact that the British minister of war, 

2 See Jorrre, Mémoires, I, 16-236; see also John 

E. Tyter, The British army and the continent, 1904 

1914 (London, 1938), pp. 23-182. 

18 Pierre ReNouvIN, ‘‘The part played in inter- 
national relations by the conversations between the 
general stafis on the eve of the World War,” in Al- 

fred CovitLtE and Harold TEMPERLEY 
Studies in Anglo-French history during the eighteenth, 

nineleenth, and twentieth centuries (Cambridge, 

1935), pp. 160-73. 

(eds.), 

14 CALLWELL, Wilson, I, 78, 88, and 104. 

% See Alexandre Isvolsky to Sergei Sazonov, 

Paris, Feb. 29, 1912, in Friedrich Streve, Der diplo- 

matische Schriftwechsel Iswolskis 1911-1914, aus 
den Geheimakten der russischen Staatsarchive, im 

Auftriige des deutschen auswdrtigen Amtes in deutscher 
Ubertragung (4 vols.; Berlin, 1925) (hereafter cited 

as ‘“‘DSI’’), II, 214. 
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Lord Haldane, was behind the movement 

could not have been reassuring to the 

French. But the alarm was short-lived. 
The Haldane mission never amounted to 
anything serious, and the year ended 
with an Anglo-French naval agreement 

whereby the French undertook to station 
most of their fleet in the Mediterranean, 
leaving the protection of their northern 

and western sea approaches to the Brit 
ish. Such clouds as there had been were 
dissipated. “Great Britain,’ wrote the 

most important military daily, ‘has had 
to leave her splendid isolation... . It is 
certain that, for practical purposes, the 
present Mediterranean situation and the 
concentration of British squadrons in 
United Kingdom waters manifests an 

entente practically equivalent to an 

alliance.’’!® 
Neither Prime Minister Asquith, the 

house of commons, nor the British public 
was prepared to admit this. But if the 
French army itself could scarcely believe 
it, the army wished to have the nation 
believe it. There was no doubt, of course, 
that a man like General Wilson wished to 
see an alliance brought about. But Wil- 

son was not chief of staff, and the army in 
Great Britain did not make political de- 
cisions. His reports of French military 
views were duly registered by the govern 
ment, but they were not particularly 
welcomed. It was not, in fact, until No- 

vember 1912 that Wilson’s excursions to 
Paris and Bourges had the backing of the 

foreign secretary. Nor did all officers in 
England see eye to eye with Wilson on 
this count. Lord Kitchener had curtly re- 
fused in 1911 even to discuss co-opera- 

tion with the French. If the Moroccan 
crisis came to war, he said, he had no 

doubt that the Germans would defeat the 
French. And if the British government 

“imagined he was going to command the 

6 France Militaire, July 13, 1912. 
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army in France, he would see them 
damned first.”"’ Such a memory might 
seem long, but the century was still 
young. For his part, Grey was somewhat 
disturbed by the prospect of the French 
army’s anxiety to choose the right mo- 
ment for war. ‘“‘We on our side,” he noted 

in 1913, ‘‘can be no party to France pre- 
cipitating a conflict for the revanche.’’!* 
Wilson, however, did not appear to be 
discouraged, and in Wilson’s presence 
Foch could not be. Paradoxically, the 
l'rench army seemed to count almost 
more surely on the nation that refused an 
alliance than on the nation treaty-bound. 

Paradoxically, too, and in harmony 
with much general contemporary 
thought in France, the soldiers were con- 

fident of the friendship of Italy, although 
she was a part of the Triple Alliance. 
With the exception of the North African 
area, these “‘sister’’-nations were said to 

have no outstanding disputes between 
them. It was thought that Italy could be 
a stabilizing and pacific element in the 
European balance; she had only to hold 
out her hand to France in order to be ac- 
cepted. Having no real interest in the 
German bloc, it was argued, Italy was 

profoundly irredentist and hostile to 
Austria. Motivated by pure self-interest 
in Balkan affairs, the Italians were also 

the defenders of Latin interests and op- 
ponents of German installation on the 
shores of the Mediterranean. When in 
January 1912 the Italians halted a num- 
ber of French vessels in that sea to search 

'7 KITCHENER, quoted in The captains and the 
kinds depart: journals and letters of Reginald Vis- 
count Esher (2 vols.; New York, 1938), I, 58; on Wil- 

son see Marshal Focn’s preface to CALLWELL, Wil- 
son, 1, vii, 67-156; see also Millerand to Poincaré, 

Paris, Dec. 12, 1912, Documents diplomatiques 

francais (1871-1914) (3d ser.; Paris, 1929) (hereafter 

cited as ‘‘DDF”), V, 53. 

'S Minute by Grey, appended to Nicolson to 

Grey, F. O., Feb. 24, 1913, BD, LX, Part 2, 656. 
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for contraband, a considerable interna- 

tional storm broke upon the French po- 
litical scene. The government took a 

sharp but conciliatory line. The army 
demonstrated a good deal of tolerance in 

the face of the Italian provocation and 
the general French hue and cry. A minor 
humiliation could not be permitted to 
jeopardize the larger ends of French poli- 
cy. In general, everything possible was 
done in the military press to encourage 
the view that the Italians were restless in 
the German camp and would sooner or 

later rally to the anti-German position, 
although it was obvious that the time 

had not come for a breach in the existing 
system and, in fact, the Italians were 

shrewdly making the best of both 
worlds. Fear of Italy as an imperialist 
rival in the Mediterranean was little in 
evidence. With more pressing matters at 

hand, the soldiers were content not to 
peer too far into the future.!® 

Spain was similarly counted in the 
loose entente grouping. Here also the 

army showed restraint at a time when 
much of the French press was assailing 
the Spanish policy which had led in the 
spring of 1911 to occupation of a number 
of towns in Morocco. Shortly after the 
French expedition marched to relieve the 

19 France Militaire, Apr. 27, 1911; Lieutenant- 

Colonel de MALLETERRE, ‘‘La politique militaire,” 
Questions Diplomatiques et Coloniales, XXXII (Aug 
16, 1911), 206; Lieutenant Riviert, ‘‘Les relations 

austro-italiennes,” Spectateur Militaire, LXXXVI 

(Oct. 1, 1911), 46 and (Nov. 1, 1911) 216 and 224; 

France Militaire, Jan. 23 and 28-29, 1912; Com 

mandant de THoMAssoN, ‘‘Les incidents italiens,” 

Questions Diplomatiques et Coloniales, XXXII (Feb. 
1, 1912), 129-32; Lieutenant Rivtert, ‘‘L’expansion 

russe et la conquéte de la mer libre,”’ loc. cit., pp. 

205-6; France Militaire, Nov. 27, 1913; Comman 

dant de THoMAssON, ‘‘Les démonstrations diplo- 
matiques de l’Angleterre et de I’Italie,” Questions 

Diplomatiques et Coloniales, XX XVII (Jan. 1, 1914), 
10-11; see, too, the views of Joffre in 1911, Colonel 

W. E. Fairholme to Lord Bertie, Paris, Aug. 24, 

1911, BD, VI, 475 (enclosure). 
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besieged city of Fez in that country 
thus precipitating the long and delicate 
negotiation which began after the Ger- 

man stroke at Agadir and ended with the 

establishment of a French protectorate 
the military publicists supported the 
Spanish position. They argued that 
l‘rance must be ready to give full recog- 

nition to Spanish claims arising out of the 
1904 Franco-Spanish accord on Morocco. 
Eventually, however, and_ especially 
after the conclusion of the Franco-Ger- 
man accord in November 1911, with its 
inevitable legacy of bitter French resent- 
ment, impatience was shown with regard 
to the Spanish claims in Africa. A diplo- 
matic rupture was asked for. ‘Our digni- 
ty as well as our national interest,” stat- 
ed France Militaire, “forbids us any 
longer to play the Spanish game.” One 
might doubt, however, the desire to 

achieve more than a simple show of force- 
ful diplomacy. The crisis passed in the 
autumn of 1912 with the signing of a 

Franco-Spanish agreement. At most, it 
had been a transitory problem of pres- 
tige, aggravated by the price paid to 
Germany in territory and prestige for a 
free hand in Morocco and by the particu- 
larly annoying support the British had 
afforded the Spaniards in their demands. 
The French army had by no means been 
among the elements in France most anx- 

ious to punish the Castillian imperti- 
nence. Before the outbreak in 1914, the 
military journals were once again speak- 

ing of a Franco-Spanish accord ‘“‘histori- 
cally necessary for peace and the har- 
monious activity of two neighboring 
peoples.’’”° 

20 France Militaire, May 7-8, 17, and 24, 1911 

and Mar. 8, 1912; Commandant de THOMASSON, 

“Le débat franco-espagnol,”’ Questions Diplo- 

matiques et Coloniales, XXXII (Dec. 1, 1911), 652 
58, and ‘“‘Le compromis franco-allemand devant la 
Chambre,” ibid., XX-XIII (Jan. 1, 1912), 43; France 

Militaire, Apr. 5-6, 1914. 
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Although primarily concerned with 
the eastern frontiers, French army men 
were expansionists in a colonial sense, 
supporters of “peaceful penetration” in 
Morocco for purposes of commerce and 
“civilization.” The crisis of 1911 found 
them ready and eager to intervene for the 
support of Sultan Mulay Hafid and the 
relief of his capital besieged by his politi- 
cal opponents. Early in the spring the 
military organs stressed the temporary 
character of this French military action. 
An attempt was made to distinguish be- 
tween a policy of “pacification” and a 
larger strategy of conquest. “Let us not 
be captured by Morocco,” was_ the 
watchword. The great danger was to be 

met in Europe; to Africa they must com- 
mit as few men as possible. By June, 
however, it was evident that the army 
wished to see France obtain nothing less 

than a protectorate. 

The German challenge was thrown 

down in July. The army would have met 
it by the dispatch of a French vessel to 
the spot. This, it was suggested, would 

simply have closed the incident. That 
they could have believed in so uncompli- 
cated a conclusion seems entirely im- 

probable. At all events, the military 
journalists exhibited no desire to discuss 
the matter of compensation for Germany 

in the colonial sphere. Instead, a virtual 
call to arms was issued. To cede territory 

to the Germans, they argued, would ac- 
complish nothing. The whole Irench na- 
tion would protest, and weakness over 
Morocco could only mean defeat at a 
later date. When, therefore, the matter 

was concluded by diplomacy, the army’s 

verdict on the compensations actually 
offered was that they were ‘‘a gratuitous 

gift.” This attitude, however, did not 

disguise the fact that, in general, the 
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treaty was taken as something of a 

lrench success. The military journals 
protested that they would never have 
signed it, but they agreed that since it 

had been signed, it ought to be ratified. 

Time alone would tell, they said, whether 
or not it would have been better to have 
taken a firm stand at Agadir. But at 

least Morocco had been secured and 
could be used as a training ground for 

troops, especially for officers, with condi- 
tions rather more warlike than those pro- 
vided by the metropolitan area.” 

Nevertheless, while many officers were 
to be numbered in the ranks of the so- 
called “Colonial” party, they were not, 
as a body, favorable to large-scale com- 
mitments for colonial purposes. The No- 
vember 1911 accord had been signed no 

more than a few days when the military 
journals called for preparations, ‘“with- 
out delusions, for the final settlement 

which could have, which ought perhaps 
to have, but which did not, come out of 

the Moroccan crisis.” Beside the lost 
provinces of Alsace and Lorraine, no 
colony, be it Tonkin, Madagascar, or 

Morocco, was worth anything. “ ‘Al- 

sace,’ ‘Lorraine,’ these two words com- 

prise, cry out, what the policy of France 
ought to be.” Gambetta had been wrong 

to counsel silence, and one day that si- 
lence must be broken.” More than a year 
before this, och had predicted that, ‘‘for 
reasons which he could not give,”’ 1912 

would be especially dangerous. After the 
Moroccan treaty, he told Wilson he was 
sure of war in the spring. The Russi-n 

2 France Militaire, Apr. 29, May 24, June 11- 
12, July 26 and 29, Sept. 22, Nov. 8, and Dec 20, 
1911; Captain Robert Atrmayer, “Je veux... ,” 

Revue militaire générale, X11 (October 1912), 445-56; 

L. MOUNEVILLE, ‘‘De l’officier moderne. Ce qui lui 

manque. Comment le lui donner,” Revue mil. aire 
générale, XIII (February 1913), 280. 

2 France Militaire, Nov. 8, 1911 and Jan. 17, 

1912. 
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ambassador in Paris obtained the im- 
pression that this apprehension was gen- 
eral in military circles.** 

War did not come, but a spirit of self- 
confidence which had not existed before 
the great Moroccan crisis became evi- 

dent. The superiority of Frenchmea over 
Germans was continually stressed. The 
color ial quarrel was accepted as proof of 
the fact that now I'rance was more than 
a match for her opponent. Through 

to 

awaken the country to its duty at the 
eastern approaches. Agadir became the 
symbol of a decisive turning point in 
Franco-German relations The postwar 
period had reached its end; the prewar 
era was upon them. 

Ill 

All French policy, from the military 
point of view, turned finally upon the 
problem of the German Empire. By 1911 
the army theory of “eternal Germany” 
had been fully developed. In this view, 
the German was essentially a militarist, 
and, while he might over a long period be 

made into something else, there was no 

hope for improvement in the foreseeable 
future. Continually and implacably an- 
gry with the French, he prepared con- 
stantly for a decisive struggle. The isola- 
tion of France was his primary goal, the 
provocation of incidents his stock-in- 
trade. With no culture of his own, he was 

moving relentlessly forward to submerge 
older civilizations beneath a wave of 
brutal materialism. If all Germans were 
not necessarily militarist, the militarists 
certainly ruled the empire.** In general 

23 For Wilson on his visits to Paris, Oct. 13, 1910 

and Nov. 28, 1911 see CALLWELL, Wilson, I, 88 and 

104; Izvolsky to Sazonov, Paris, Feb. 15, 1912, 

DSI, U, 207. 

4<Tofficier allemand,” Spectateur Militaire, 

LXXXIII (May 15, 1911), 299-300; France Mili- 

taire, Apr. 21, 1911; Lieutenant Rrnrert, ‘‘L’expan- 
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terms, this was the image presented to 
officers and the public alike in the mili- 
tary press. Privately, staff officers ad- 
mitted being ‘‘profoundly impressed by 
the astuteness, activity, and continuity 
of German policy all over the world,” as 

Foch remarked to the British military 
attaché in the spring of 1911. The en- 
tente powers, he added, must decide 

where they were going to draw the line. 
A sense of inevitability and urgency was 
in the air. By late summer the newly ap- 
pointed chief of stati, General Joseph 
Joffre, claimed to have completed a plan 
of campaign. He was only uncertain 
whether or not to include Belgium in it.” 

Throughout the per.od 1911-14 
French military reports from the German 
capital supported the view that a war 
with France was being prepared. The 
emperor and chancellor, it was said, 
might not be bellicose, but German army 
officers openly boasted of easy victory. 
What the French military attaché, Lieu- 

&6. tenant-Colonel Pellé, estimated as “‘al- 
most universal opinion” was said to ac- 
cuse the imperial government of weak- 
ness. His dispatches to Paris were filled 
with details of military, political, and 
economic preparations. No one in Ger- 
many, he maintained, seriously believed 
in rapprochement with France.” His suc- 
cessor in Berlin judged the 1913 military 
increases to meet with a majority approv- 

sion russe et la conquéte de la mer libre,” Joc. cit., 

p. 110; Commandant de THomasson, ‘‘Appréhen- 

sions en Orient; peril en Allemagne,” Questions 

Diplomatiques et Coloniales, XXXVII (Feb. 1, 
1914), 137. 

2 Fairholme to Bertie, Paris, Apr. 8 and 9 and 
Aug. 24 and 25, 1911, BD, VI, 460 (enclosure) and 

475 (enclosure); cf. Jorrre, Mémoires, 1, 16-28 and 
102-27. 

% Lieutenant-Colonel Pellé to Adolphe Messimy, 
Berlin, Dec. 16, 1911, DDF (3d ser.), I, 351; Pellé to 
Millerand, Berlin, Mar. 2 and Apr. 1, 1912, DDF 

(3d ser.), I, 144 and 285. 
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al. Belief in a two-front war as early as 

1914, he reported as current. A docu 

ment, said to be the work of General 

Erich von Ludendorff, detailing the men 

tal preparation of the German people for 

war, was forwarded to Paris. The Ger 

mans, concluded these French attachés, 
were born warriors, no matter what their 
political stamp, for no political formula 
could alter “‘the soul of a race.”’ Thus the 

picture presented from Berlin was very 

dark, and this in turn was passed on to 
the lower ranks of officers and men and 

eventually to the general public. In the 
military mind of France, the German 
Empire moved like a river in flood, un- 
limited in its imperialist ambition and in 

its ability and willingness to expend lives 
to achieve its ends.*’ 

The Irench soldiers, then, had only 
one major object in foreign policy: the 

orderly, rapid preparation for war. Here 

the symbol of the lost provinces was in 
valuable as a railying cry. Time and 

again it was repeated that “the question 
of Alsace-Lorraine can be settled in favor 
of France only by arms.” Military lec- 

turers and writers constantly promised 
the return of these territories only 
through the sacrifices of “the little soldier 

of France.” The nation was called ‘to 
arms, less, perhaps, to preserve its life 

than to “re-create the national integrity 
grievously shattered forty years ago.’ 

27 Lieutenant-Colonel Serret to Eugene Etienne, 

Berlin, Feb. 15 and Apr. 3, 1913, DDF (3d ser.), V, 

404 and VI, 185; Stéphen Pichon to ambassadors in 

London and St. Petersburg, Paris, Apr. 5, 1913, 
DDF (3d ser.), VI, 210 and Annex I; Serret to 

Etienne, Berlin, July 5 and 19, 1913, DDF (3d ser.), 
VII, 292 and 423; Serret to Joseph Noulens, Berlin, 

Jan. 15, 1914, DDF (3d ser.), LX, 102; Crvrteux 

Germanisme encerclé, pp. 27-28. 

28 CIVRIEUX, Germanisme encerclé, p. 63; Com 
mandant G. Tuomas, lecture before the Société 

polytechnique militaire, cercle militaire, Dec. 13, 

1912, Bulletin mensuel militaire, January 1913, p. 44; 

France Militaire, July 17, 1914. 
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The nation was also educated to the fact 
that, no matter how superior in sheer 
numbers, the enemy could be defeated. 
Privately, of course, the chief of staff 
might warn the French premier during 
the summer of 1911 that, in the event of 
war with Germany, France had less than 
a 70 per cent chance of victory.”* But at 
the same time a military writer would be 
assuring his readers of the certainty of a 
French success. The glories of Napoleon’s 
German triumphs were recalled, and 
Frenchmen were invited ‘to recapture 
our victorious habits.’’*° 

In the great literary organs, as well as 
in the professional journals, elaborate 
strategical analyses appeared, pointing 
out the errors of 1870-71 and suggesting 
how they could be avoided next time. 
The nation was chastised for its psychol- 
ogy of defeat, its systematic undermining 
of confidence in its abilities, and its losing 
sight of the capital fact that Prussian 
victory had resulted chiefly from French 
decadence and bad luck.** The German 
military attaché in Paris reported an in- 
creasing tendency there to underrate the 
strength of the German army. Respon- 
sible military writers described it as “‘a 
very serious adversary,’ warning against 
entertaining the idea of war “with a light 
heart’”’; but they nevertheless concluded 
that the republic could ‘contemplate 
without fear” the eventuality of measur- 
ing its arm against the German ma- 

chine.* 
An intensive propaganda campaign, 

partly inspired by the army, assured 
Frenchmen that in every way~-with the 

29 JorrrE, Mémoires, I, 15-16. 

s0°N” in Revue militaire générale, X (October 

1911), 492; ALTMAYER, “‘Je veux ... ,” loc. cit., p. 446. 

31 Spectateur Militaire, LXXXIII (Apr. 1, 1911), 

9. 

82 Major von WINTERFELDT, Paris, Feb. 19, 1912, 

GP, XXXI, 11515; ‘‘A. N.”, ““Manceuvres impéri- 

ales allemandes de 1911,” Spectateur Militaire, 

LXXXVI (Feb. 15, 1912), 272-73. 
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exception of mere numbers—they were 
superior to the foe and that war in the 
future would be decided by lightning 
blows. They must be ready to attack 
swiftly in force. Foch had spoken to 
Wilson of the necessity of having ‘‘all our 
plans . . . worked out in minutest detail 
so that we may be quite clear of the ac- 
tion and line to take.’’** France, it was 

said, might have only one chance to de- 
cide her fate. ““The first great battle,” 
declared an officer to the deputies in 
1912, ‘“‘will decide the whole war, and 

wars will be short. The idea of offense 
must penetrate the spirit of our na- 
tion.’’’4 Such were the newer military 
views emerging in France during the 
final years of the peace. There were still 
those who warned that the next war 
would be long and exhausting,® but they 
were almost out of fashion. Moreover, 

such an idea was unlikely to electrify a 
people as yet not entirely convinced of 
the inevitability of war. 

This systematic attempt to arouse the 
nation was accompanied by furious on- 
slaughts against the enervating forces of 
“humanitarianism.” The army struck 
verbally at “utopian” notions of univer- 
sal peace and the ‘‘criminal fools” who 
were engaged in trying to destroy the 

33 CALLWELL, Wilson, I, 88; see Henry W. Enr- 
MANN, ‘‘Jean Jaurés—last of the great tribunes,” 
Social research, XVI (September 1949), 338; also 

John Bownitcu, ‘‘The concept of élan vital: a ra- 
tionalization of weakness,” in Edward Meade 

EARLE, Modern France: problems of the Third and 

Fourth Republics (Princeton, 1951), pp. 38-41. 

34Commandant Driant, chamber of deputies, 
Dec. 2, 1912, quoted in J. MONTEILHET, Les institu- 

tions militaires de la France (1814-1932): de la paix 

armée dla paix désarmée (2d ed.; Paris, 1932), pp. 
268-69; see also Jorrre, Mémoires, I, 29-40 and 

141-61. 

% For example, Commandant Morpaca: ‘‘La 
durée de la prochaine guerre,” Revue militaire géné- 

rale, X (October 1911), 385-410; Joffre said private- 

ly that the next war would probably last ‘‘several 
years” (Maurice PAL£oOLoGUE, Journal 1913-1914, 

au Quai d’Orsay a la veille de la tourmente (ler janvier 
1913-28 juin 1914] [Paris, 1947], p. 22). 
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country’s armed forces. The time had 
come, it was said, for France to stop 
playing Don Quixote with ideals and to 
reject the ‘‘supreme blasphemy” of the 
antipatriots. That way lay only barba- 
rism or slavery. In the military view, in- 
ternational arbitration might perhaps be- 
come a reality in the course of time, “‘but 
what is certain . . . is that neither we nor 
our children nor our grandchildren will 
see this era of concord and prosperity.” 
In the light of existing conditions, peace 

was a chimera, the Hague palace an 
empty hail, and pacifism a sickness from 
which a people without sufficient will to 
recover would perish.* 

To the military mind, the essential 
corruption was an ultimate respect for 
human life. This was ‘‘a feeling unworthy 
of a leader. Life is the currency of glory, 
of independence, of liberty. It is the 
money with which the existence of na- 
tions is purchased, and if it is well that in 
time of peace, outside of combat, one 
spends it grudgingly, it is still better that 
one spend it freely and without counting 
the cost, that one throw it away abun- 
dantly on the day of bloody reckoning.” 
What really mattered in the world was 
the survival of the race. To assure this 
end, the army had been created. ‘“‘But the 
soldier has no duty toward men: to the 
soldier, men are nothing.’’*’ This idea of 

3% P, BartAts, review of Henri ANDRILLON, 
L’expansion de l’Allemagne et de France, in Revue 
militaire générale, IX (February 1911), 254; Mor- 

pAcQ, ‘‘La durée de la prochaine guerre,” loc. cit., 

p. 402; Lieutenant Jean TABOUREAU, lectures at 

St. Maixent and St. Cyr, ‘‘Le sophisme anti- 
patriotique,” Spectateur Militaire, LXXXVI (Jan. 
15, 1912), 149 and 158-59; Lieurenant-Colonel 

Gourn, president of the Société polytechnique mili- 
taire, speech of Apr. 14, 1912, Bulletin mensuel mili- 
taire, May 1912, pp. 141-42; Lieutenant-Colonel 
Gonprf, speech before the Société polytechnique 
militaire, cercle militaire, Jan. 24, 1913, Bulletin 
mensuel militaire, February 1913, p. 58. 

37 Lieutenant-Colonel (breveté) MONTAIGNE, 

““Choses de l’armée,” Spectateur Militaire, XCI (June 
1, 1913), 332-33, and XCII (July 1 and Aug. 15, 

1913), 12 and 249. 
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the primacy of the soldier’s duty in so- 
ciety was based upon the theory of 
inevitable, unrelenting, and _ pitiless 
struggle for existence and supremacy 

among the dynamic peoples of the world. 
War, in this view, was a necessary 

scourge. ‘In the state of human imper- 
fection,” wrote a general, ‘“‘it is manifest 

that war has its role in the economy of 
societies and that it responds to a moral 
law as wind and tempest are necessary to 
the perfection of order in the equilibrium 
of material life. The fear of war is already 
a gain for humanity by the salutary con- 
sequences it produces.’’** 

The final argument against interna- 
tional pacifism was that it not only de- 
stroyed the moral fiber of a nation but 
also made still more likely the precipita- 
tion of war by monarchs terrified of its 
internal consequences. Thus the nation 
must be made over. It was essential to 
re-create the spirit of civic duty, to in- 
doctrinate teachers and students with 
military ideals.*® Yet it was clear that the 
soldiers wished to do more than thrust 
their ideas upon the school system. For 
many of them, the root evil lay not there 
but in the political regime itself. General 
Hippolyte Langlois insisted that the 
army was as republican as the nation; 
but, if this was true, the army was quite 
evidently dissatisfied with the French 

38 General CHERFILS, ‘‘‘L’armée nouvelle’ et l’ar 
mée,”’ Correspondant, CCVII (June 10, 1911), 886 

87; TABoUREAU, ‘‘Le sophisme antipatriotique,’’ 
loc. cit., pp. 158-59; Goutn, loc. cit., pp. 140-41; 
Gonnkrf, loc. cit., p. 58. 

% General Pierre-Paul Fain, Popes d'un 
colonial (Paris, 1912), p. 267; Captain Favre, ‘‘Le 

devoir militaire,” Revue pédagogique, LX (Apr. 15, 
1912), 314-29; review by Boissonnet of Com 
mandant René BRENNER, Patriote avant tout, in 

Revue militaire générale, XII (February 1913), 287 

88; Colonel Buyac, “‘Kirk Kilissé—Luli Burgas 

Tchataldza,” Revue militaire générale, X1V (Novem- 

ber 1913), 693-94. 

40 General H, LANG Lois, ‘‘Le haut commande- 

ment,” Revue des deux mondes, Sept. 1, 1911, pp. 
50-76. 
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democracy. The army resented the fact 
that final control of policy rested with a 
body of politicians and attributed exter- 
nal setbacks to parliamentary incompe- 
tence. “What must be indicted,” wrote 
an officer during the Agadir crisis, ‘‘is 

our entire, lamentable internal politics, 
the criminal unconsciousness of our par- 
liamentary set, juggling portfolios like 
those of foreign affairs and war and giv- 
ing our country an appearance of weak- 
ness and disorder which justifies every 
impudence on the part of our oppo- 
nents.’’#! 

Soldiers far to the Right did not hesi- 
tate to say in public that war would be a 
good thing, in that it would deliver Al- 

sace-Lorraine from the Germans and 
France from “‘the parliamentary yoke.’’” 
The protracted debates in 1913 over the 
increase of French military service from 
two to three years did not enhance the 
popularity of deputies and senators in 
the pages of the military journals. The 
very notion of not approving the increase 
seemed scandalous. It was true that a 
number of officers of the highest rank ac- 
tually came out against the three year 
law, but it is doubtful that they were the 

twenty ‘‘most eminent” generals, as a 
political candidate claimed during the 
1914 legislative elections.** For the most 
part, the army stood squarely behind the 
official position that without a return to 
the law France would be lost. Joffre did 
not hesitate afterward to claim that the 
ministerial instability which brought 

41 Commandant de ‘THomasson, ‘‘La crise maro- 

caine,” Questions Diplomatiques et Coloniels, 

XXXII, (July 16, 1911), 73. 

“ General BONNAL, speech at the fifth congress of 
Action Frangaise, Nov. 29, 1912, quoted in CoupE- 

KERQUE-LAMBRECHT, Léon de Montesquieu; sa vie 

politigue—l’ Action Frangaise (Paris, 1925), pp. 629- 
30. 

*8See the ‘‘profession de foi” of Hippolyte 
LAROCHE in Professions de foi, 1914, p. 966; see also 
Le Radical of June 30, 1911; on the military argu- 

ments for the law see Jorrre, Mémoires, I, 85-101. 
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eight prime ministers to office in the pe- 
riod January 1911~August 1914 and the 
constant desire of the parliament to re- 
duce army demands were in part respon- 
sible for the incomplete preparation for 
war.‘ However true or untrue this might 

have been, the statement was an accu- 
rate expression of the most general mili- 
tary thought on the role and incompe- 
tence of the legislature. 

In the long run, there was something 
essentially and crudely antidemocratic in 
the outlook of the French officer class at 
this time. It seemed incredible to them 
that ‘civil’? power should be talked of 
when in fact there was only ‘‘national” 
power. It was outrageous that army olli- 
cers should have to defer to prefects and 
subprefects, who in turn were compelled 
to answer to ‘“M. Tout-le-Monde.”’ 
Those who wore uniform were, after all, 

“an intellectual and moral—even physi- 
cal—elite.” Theirs was not a closed 
caste; they were rather the authoritarian, 

artistocratic rulers of the army, and it 
was more than they could calmly accept 
to be compelled to take orders from the 
general run of men, who were guided by 
sentiment rather than thought and who 

had the mentality of servants.*® That a 
society in which such conditions pre- 
vailed had to be saved from itself and its 
external enemies was, to the army, only 
too obvious. 

IV 

What the precise influence of military 
thought on the nation as a whole and on 

the policy of the Quai d’Orsay might 
have been, no one could ever say. Ale- 
xandre Millerand had declared unquali- 
fiedly that “the army is France.” But 
this was as dubious as the belief that the 

44 JorFRE, Mémoires, I, 58-59. 

“ MontalGne, ‘‘Choses de l’armée,” Joc. cit., 
June 1 and 15 and July 1, 1913, pp. 334-35, 338, 

407, 411, and 19-20. 
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army was absolutely united.“ There were 
military currents in France opposed to 
the dominant faction in the general stafi. 

There was considerable political opposi- 
tion to the army in the country at large. 
It would be impossible to agree with the 
view that “the martial spirit of France 
was certainly no whit inferior to that of 
its neighbors’’”’ and with the statement 

that “the reign of militarism was as com- 

plete in France as in Germany.’’** The 
disillusioned critics who emerged from 

the turmoil of the first World War be- 
lieved the worst thing they could say 
about the Ecole de Guerre was that it had 
planned war.** Evidently the charge was 
no more than the truth. To have done 
anything else would have been a derelic- 
tion of duty. Joffre did not hesitate to say 
plaintly that in the event of war with 
Germany he ought to be permitted to 
penetrate into Belgium at once. He, 

Foch, Joseph Galliéni, and hundreds of 

other officers were convinced that war 
must come one day. It was an article of 
faith with them that the German Empire 
would never permit France to expand 
and develop, much less get back what she 
had lost in the Franco-Prussian War.°° 
There could be no doubt that this was 
the dominant military view in France. 
Nor could there be any doubt that the 
army as a whole did everything it could 

Alexandre MILLERAND, speech of Oct. 20, 1912, 
in Pour la défense nationale: une année au ministéere de 
la guerre (Paris, 1913), p. 106; see also Buyac, ‘‘Kirk 

Kilissé—Luli Burgas—Tchataldza,” loc. cit., pp. 693 
94; MOINEVILLE, ‘‘De l’ofiicier moderne. Ce qui lui 
manque. Comment le lui donner,” Joc. cit., pp. 121, 
281; cf. Bowprtcu, ‘‘The concept of élan vital: a 
rationalization of weakness,” loc. cit., p. 43. 

47 J. A. SPENDER, Fifty years of Europe: a study in 
pre-war documents (2d ed.; London, 1936), p. 374. 

4 Caroline E. PLAYNE, The neuroses of the nations 
(New York, 1925), p. 259. 

49 For example, Victor MARGUERITTE, Au bord du 
gouffre (aoit-septembre 1914), (Paris, 1919), p. 65. 

50 See PALEOLOGUE, Journal, p. 105; also pp. 28 
and 239; Marius-Ary Lestonp, Galliéni parle... : 
entretiens du ‘‘Sauveur de Paris,” ministre dela guerre, 

avec ses secrétaires (2 vols.; Paris, 1926), I, 13. 
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as far as possible to spread this view 
among the people. 

Mere survival, then, was not the end 

of foreign policy. The soldiers worked to- 

ward the re-establishment of France, 
greater than she had been before, in 

Europe and beyond. This meant strug- 
gling against what they considered de- 
structive forces and tendencies inside and 
outside the country, against socialism, 
pacifism, parliamentarism, and the Ger- 
mans. It meant, too, the mental prepa- 
ration of a people for war. ‘This was the 
real object of their foreign policy. 

By the close of the Moroccan contro- 

versy, the army had reached the conclu- 
sion that the opportunity for waging a 
successful war must be carefully chosen 
with an eye to obtaining the maximum 
support from friends and allies. By early 
1914, at the very latest, those who direct- 
ed the making of French international 

policy were persuaded of the same rea- 
soning: “‘War,” said Gaston Doumergue, 

offering the St. Petersburg embassy to 

Maurice Paléologue that January, ‘“‘can 
break out from one day to the next... . 
Our allies must rush to our aid. The safe- 
ty of France will depend on the energy 
and promptness with which we shall 
know how to push them into the fight.” 
Paléologue, who until that time had been 

the president’s chief adviser on matters 
of foreign policy and the very able po- 
litical director of the foreign ministry, 
was in entire agreement with this view, 

which was founded upon the deepest con- 
viction that war in Europe was inevi- 
table. In this determination to force the 
issue through at the most propitious mo- 
ment rather than to await an attack at a 
less favorable moment for France, the 
ambition of the army and the political 
calculations of the government flowed 

together in a common policy on interna- 
tional affairs. 

UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO 

5. PaLEOLOGUE, Journal, p. 269. 
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AN AMERICAN VIEW OF THE DECEMBRIST REVOLT 

MARC RAEFF 

HE current interest in the problem of 
United States-Russian relations has 

stimulated scholars to study the atti- 

tudes and judgments passed by each coun- 
try upon the other in the century and a half 
since American independence was estab- 
lished. Thus far, however, little attention 
has been paid to the descriptions and analy- 
ses of Russian developments by American 
diplomatic agents on the spot. The dis- 
patches of Henry Middleton, American min- 
ister to St. Petersburg from 1820 to 1830, 

concerning the uprising of the Decembrists, 
are examples of such reports and illustrate 
early American evaluations of Russia. A 
brief review of Middleton’s background and 
the conditions under which he wrote not 
only will help to set the scene but will also 

call attention to the basic elements of mis- 

judgment and misunderstanding of Russian 
events which were as serious in the begin- 
ning of the nineteenth century as they are 
now. 

In the quarter of a century following 
Russia’s reception of John Quincy Adams as 
the first minister of the United States, al- 
most the only Americans who resided in 
European Russia were the staff of the lega- 

tion at St. Petersburg. The contact these 
Americans had with Russia—its people and 
affairs—was rather limited. In the first 
place, none of them knew Russian, and quite 

a few did not even have an adequate com- 
mand of French, the official language of both 
court and government.! The vastness of the 

Russian Empire and the poor means of 

transportation made travel uncomfortable 
and expensive; then as now, the salaries of 

'See dispatches of J. Q. Adams and James Bu- 
chanan in the National Archives, Washington, De- 
partment of state, Russia, Vols. I-III, XII. 

foreign service officers were quite inadequate 
for the establishments they were expected to 

maintain, and travel was an additional ex- 
pense that could not be afforded.’ Last, and 
perhaps not least, travel and contacts were 

made difficult by the suspicious attitude of 
the Russian government and the supervision 
of the police, though these were by no means 
so tyrannical and ubiquitous as claimed by 

the travelers of those times who had not ex- 
perienced the efficiency of modern totalitari- 
an and bureaucratic controls. Thus the con- 
tacts of American residents in the early part 
of the nineteenth century were limited to the 

diplomatic and court circles of St. Peters- 
burg. Yet, in spite of these limitations, the 
dispatches of United States diplomats in 
Russia occasionally contain some interesting 
and shrewd comments on Russia, which was 
true of Henry Middleton’s remarks concern- 
ing the Decembrist revolt. 

From the diplomatic point of view, 

Middleton’s outstanding achievement was 
the negotiation in 1824 of a convention on 
the North West Territories.* But he also 

proved to be an interested and interesting 

observer who tried to analyze and report the 
dynamics of Russian political life. Born in 

South Carolina, where he was a rather 
prominent political figure, Middleton was 
typical of the moderate, conservative, en- 
lightened “aristocrat” of the South who 
strongly believed in the limited liberalism of 
the founding fathers. Fate chose him to be 
the witness of one of the most important 
events in modern Russian history, the revolt 

2See Middleton’s unnumbered dispatch dated 
December 26, 1825/7 January 1826 and his hesita- 
tion expressed in later dispatches about going to 

Moscow to attend the coronation of Nicholas I. 

* Dictionary of American Biography (New York, 
1933), XII, 600-601. 
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of the Decembrists, which took place on De- 
cember 14, 1825.4 

In retrospect, this abortive revolt can be 
considered to have been the first manifesta- 

tion of Russian public opinion (in the limit- 
ed sense of those times), and an expression 
of disapproval of autocracy by Russia’s so- 

cial and cultural elite. Much ink has been 

used to argue whether the Decembrists were 
truly liberal; the answers are as numerous as 
the definitions of liberalism itself. One thing, 
however, is quite clear: despite Kliuchev- 
skii’s opinion to the contrary, this was not 
simply the last of the coups d’état attempted 
by the corps of Guard Officers, nor was it an 
aristocratic Fronde.* That some of the par- 
ticipants were merely “frondeurs,” as, for 

example, Prince S. Trubetskoi, cannot be 

denied. But there was something more 
which was felt by many contemporaries and 
by succeeding generations in Russia and 
which made of the Decembrists the first 

martyrs in the cause of Russian freedom. 
The Decembrists, in particular their intel- 

lectual leaders like Paul Pestel, Kondratii 
Ryleiev, Nikita Muraviev, were the first 
men in Russia to come out with political, 
social, and moral programs. True, their spe- 
cific programs were somewhat hazy and con- 

tradictory, their confidence in “moral force” 
was naive, and their organization amateur- 

ish; but they were no more foolish or less sin- 
cere than the Carbonari and ‘Young 
Europe” liberals of western Europe. They 
drew their inspiration from the nationalistic 
activities of German students, the insur- 
gents of Naples and Greece, the revolution- 

aries of Spain, and the liberators of Latin 
America. 

4A summary account in English is Anatole G. 

Mazouwr, The first Russian revolution 1825—the De- 

cembrist movement, its origins, development, and sig- 

nificance (Berkeley, California, 1937). also 

Tsentrarkhiv, Vosstanie Dekabristov—Materialy 

(Moscow, 1925), Vols. I-VI, VIII; Akademiia Nauk 

SSSR, Pamiati Dekabristov, (3 vols.; Leningrad, 

1926); and for further bibliography: N. CHENTSov, 

Vosstanie Dekabristov—Bibliografiia (Tsentrarkhiv) 

(Moscow-Leningrad, 1929), and MAzour. 

See 

5V. 0. Kurocnevsku, Kurs Russkot Istorii 

(Moscow, 1937), V, 327-30. 
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One might expect that the minister of the 

United States, representing the only liberal, 
democratic—for those times—republic, 

which was favorable to all movements of in- 
dependence and freedom, would have been 
sympathetic to the cause of the Decem- 
brists. Had the United States not been 
founded in opposition to arbitrary tyranny 
and oppression? But we are disappointed in 
this expectation. Middleton’s expression of 
interest and sympathy for the Decembrists 
is very lukewarm. He accepted fully the of- 
ficial version that the Decembrists were 
merely a group of selfish, cowardly, and 

criminal noblemen, who were jealous of the 

beneficent power of the government and 
whose only aims were personal advantage 
and glory. Admittedly, Middleton’s sources 
of information were either the gossip current 
in diplomatic circles, unfavorable to “‘liber- 

al” aspirations, or the official government 
handouts. Yet it seems that he accepted this 
information too uncritically and illustrated 
thereby an underlying but perhaps essential 
lack of understanding of European liberal- 
ism which was not uncommon among the 
Americans of the early nineteenth century.® 
Like them, Middleton did not feel that the 
principles of the Declaration of Independ- 
ence and the Constitution had much in 

common with the aspirations and programs 
of European liberal revolutionaries. 

More interesting perhaps than Middle- 
ton’s judgments and evaluation of the De- 
cembrist revolt are his reflections on Russia. 
Some of them are merely ideas which were 
quite common and popular at the time. Such 

different men as Heinrich Heine and Alex- 
is de Tocqueville, for example, also expressed 

them. But there are also some very good ob- 
servations on the political forces and dy- 
namics of imperial Russia (especially in the 
last part of dispatch No. 55) which are of in- 

terest even today. They are worthy of our 

® This interpretation of American attitudes to- 
ward European liberalism is the subject of a forth- 
coming study by Professor Louis Hartz, of Harvard 

University. Mr. Hartz analyzed the American atti 

tudes of the early nineteenth century in a lecture to 
the history seminar at Clark University, March 28, 

1951. 
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attention as illustrations of the intellectual 
and moral assumptions which have often 
been stumbling blocks in understanding 
Russian affairs. Like too many people after 
him, Middleton thought that what he saw 
was permanent and rigidly determined. He 
did not detect the dynamic forces which 
were pushing Russia into Western channels 
of development and of which the Decem- 

brists might have been but one dramatic in- 

stance. Middleton shared Montesquieu’s 
distrust of the capacity of little-civilized 

peoples to enjoy liberty and personal rights 
and his belief that tyranny was the form of 
government best suited to a multinational 
empire. In other words, autocracy was the 
only regime suitable for Russia, and Russia 
was the most suitable country for tyranny. 
The uprising of the Decembrists, analyzed 
and judged from the limited point of view of 
official government information, did but 
little to shake these beliefs. The minister of 
the United States did not see much possibil- 
ity of progress and development in the direc- 
tions of greater political responsibility and 
liberal government. This pessimism he jus- 
tified by pointing out the failure of the good 
intentions of such a fickle and hypocritical 
ruler as Alexander I. Middleton saw only the 
great evils of Russian backwardness and 
autocracy; he did not believe that seeds of a 
better future could be present in Russia. It 
was perhaps unfortunate that most foreign 
diplomats and makers of public opinion 
abroad, like the Marquis de Custine in the 
following decade, shared this view. It robbed 
the Russian people of moral support and 
sympathetic understanding in its fight for 
freedom against the tyranny of autocratic 
and totalitarian governments. 

These defects of moral and political eval- 
uation, however, did not prevent Henry 
Middleton from being a good and depend- 
able observer, for the factual errors in his 
dispatches must be attributed to his limited 
sources of information rather than to his re- 
porting. His observations hit upon some of 
the more important features of Russian po- 
litical and social life in the early nineteenth 
century. They are an interesting commen- 

RAEFF 

tary on American opinion of Russia at a 
critical period of its development. 

The dispatches published below, relating 
the uprising of the Decembrists in St. Pe- 
tersburg, are deposited in the National Ar- 
chives in Washington: Foreign relations di- 
vision, Department of state, Diplomatic dis- 
patches, Russia, Volume X, Henry Middle- 
ton, March 18, 1823—May 31, 1826. For 
purposes of convenience the spelling of com- 
mon words has been modernized. The italics 
are Middleton’s. 

CLARK UNIVERSITY 

DISPATCH NO. 51 
6/18 December 1825 

{This is the first dispatch on the succession 

crisis. Middleton describes the reception of the 

news of the death of Emperor Alexander I in 
Taganrog. He then speaks of the hesitation of 
both grand dukes, Constantine and Nicholas, 

and the former’s indecision over whether or not 

to persist in his earlier renunciation of the 
crown. | 

Private This forbearance shows at least the 

prudence if not the moderation of the parties. 
Each of them has numerous adherents and an 

army at Command. Yet it seems likely that the 

question will be settled al’amiable |sic!|. Such a 

transaction would be new in the history of Rus- 

sia and bear honorable testimony to the good 

sense and good feeling of persons who have so 

great an interest at stake. A few days must de- 

termine which of the Competitors will be Em- 
peror. There can be no doubt of the superior 
popularity of Constantine, especially with the 

army and public. A few of the courtiers and 
Noblesse incline strongly to Nicholas; and the 

chief foreign missions here have the same bias. 

They believe that the present policy will be per- 
sisted in by him while they fear the talent and 

eccentricity of Constantine. His name too di 

rects men’s thought towards the capital of Tur- 

key and his known partiality to the language 

and to some of the natives of Greece seems to 
bode no good to its masters. 

All classes of people are thronging the 

Churches to swear allegiance to Constantine. 

The soldiers are said to be growing impatient 

and suspecting he is not fairly dealt with, talk 

among themselves of fetching the Emperor from 

Warsaw, “les bayonettes en avant.” 
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It is to be hoped and indeed expected that 
the arrival of the Emperor may speedily put an 

end to the state of suspense and anxiety visible 
in every countenance. I have the honor to be, 

ete. 

DISPATCH NO. 53 

14/26 December 1825 

{Middleton explains that he is enclesing in 
haste some correspondence to go with a courier: 
manifesto of accession of Nicholas I and Count 

Nesselrode’s circular accompanying it.] There is 
some discontent displayed by the guards at the 

proposed change in the succession, but no doubt 
all will be settled without much disturbance. 

DISPATCH NO. 54 

21 December 1825/2 January 1826 

Sir, I had the honor to address to you, on the 

evening of the 14th instant, a short dispatch in- 

tended to be forwarded by a Courrier then in- 

stantly departing for London. The events which 

had occurred on that day were not at the time 

sufficiently understood to admit of any attempt 

at describing them, had even time been allowed 

for it. The enclosed documents (a) and (0) [offi- 
cial account of the events of December 14, 1825 

and forwarding letter by Count Nesselrode] re- 
ceived on the 16th and 19th of December give a 

correct account of the circumstances which oc- 

curred upon the place of the Church of St. Isaac 

on the 14th [insertion of date by Middleton] and 

of which I was an eyewitness. It remains for me 

to add such further particulars, having relation 

to this affair, as I have been able to collect from 

credible sources. 
It should seem that a band of malcontents, 

officers and others, had held various meetings 

for some time past with a view of effecting some 

change in the state. The occasion of the change 

in the line of succession, the oath lately taken to 

Constantine and now required to be taken to 

Nicholas, staggering some consciences, Offered a 

pretext too tempting to be resisted, and the 

party seems to have resolved at once to put their 

plan in execution. 

[There follows a description of the march of 
the Regiment of Moscow to the Senate Square.] 
They drew up before the Palace of the Senate, 

which body they had calculated to find in ses- 

sion. The object was to have presented to the 
Senate for signature a Plan of Government ap- 

pointing a Regency. [He then describes the ar- 
rival of the Grenadiers du Corps and Guard 
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Marines and their dispersal by force after per 
suasion failed.] 

The archbishop and his Clergy in Canonicals 
had in vain endeavoured to prevail with them to 

take the oath. For the first time in Russia the 

ministers of Religion were hooted at by the mob. 

DISPATCH [UNNUMBERED] 

26 December 1825/7 January 1826 

The event which occurred on the 14th inst. 

shows that danger may sometimes arise from 

sources whence only safety is looked for. The 
wars waged some years ago in the West of 

Europe have put into the heads of many indi 
viduals who were thusly transported into re- 

gions heretofore unknown to them, ideas which 

never before entered a Russian brain. As almost 

all the civilization of Russia is formed in the 

ranks of the Military, the spirit of the Corps is 

of the highest importance. Russia, it cannot be 
denied, is no longer what it was under Peter the 

Great. All the youth of fortune and education 

are still obliged to enter the service and often 

submit with reluctance to the doctrines of pas 

sive obedience. Accordingly it has been seen 

upon this occasion that many of the most in 

genuous among them are implicated in the con- 
spiracy. 11 officers of the Chevalier Gardes (the 
corps which does constant duty at the Palace) 
are under arrest. What the prime object was, is 

not yet ascertained, but it seems certain that 

something in the nature of an institute of govern- 

ment was to be attempted.? Common report 

states that a pretended literary society has 

secretly held its meetings for some years, and 
has affiliated societies in various parts of the 

Empire.® That literature however was not the 

real object of the association—That Prince 

Troubetzkoi, a member of this society, obtained 

from Benjamin Constant, when in Paris, a draft 

of a Constitution which it was intended to carry 
into effect whensoever occasion might offer.® 

™“Tnstitute of government” was the usual Rus 

sian euphemism for constitution at that time. 

§ Middieton probably has in mind the most im 

portant iiterary society of the period, Arzamas 

Though some of its members became connected with 

the Decembrist movement, the society as such was 

not implicated and had no other but literary pur- 
poses. 

® The present writer could not find a record of 
this alleged constitution by Benjamin Constant. But 

we know that many Decembrists became acquaint- 
ed with Constant during their stay in France in 

1814-18 and eagerly read his books on government 
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That after the death of the Emperor was known 

here, it was determined to seize the moment 

when the Imperial family were depositing his re- 

mains in the fortress to raise the Constitutional 

standard, and insist on the signature of a Proc- 

lamation to that effect. That the late interreg- 

num of 17 days encouraged the Conspirators to 
attempt the change before the question of the 

succession to the throne was decided, and before 

their preparations were complete. It is needless 

to count how few chances there must always be 

in such a state of things as exist here of succeed- 

ing in any rational plan of government—while 

the immediate effect of defeat, must ever be to 

strengthen the strong and leave the weak still 

more defenceless. 

The number of officers and others under ar- 
rest is very considerable. A Military Commis- 

sion of 5 General officers presided by the minis- 
ter of war (Tattistcheff) sits nightly in the for- 

tress for the examination of witnesses. . . .’’!° 

DISPATCH NO. 55 

30 January (0.s.) 1826 

Private and Confidential ... At the first ru- 
mor of this event, it was believed that it was 

merely a misunderstanding among the Military. 

Subséquent discoveries have proved that the 
cause lay deeper than was at first apparent. In 

order to get a correct notion of the discontent, 

that prevail among some of the classes of per- 
sons in Russia it would be necessary to review 

its history from the time of Peter the Great. 

But suffice it to remark that many of the Nobles 

cannot brook the insignificancy to which they 

are condemned by the policy of the Imperial 
Government, and that this feeling is so strong in 

the corps generally that the autocracy must 

have long ere this day been broken down by it, 

were it not that the government usually finds 

the means, by gratifying private interest and in- 

dividual ambition, of absorbing or neutralizing 

and constitution (see V. I. Semevskul, Politicheskie 

i obshchesvennye idei dekabristov (St. Petersburg, 
1909]). 

, 1° Actually, there were nine members, five of 
whom were strictly military. The members were: 
Tatishchev, Grand Duke Mikhail Pavlovich, Prince 
A. Golitsyn, D. Bludov, P. Golenishchev-Kutuzov, 
A. Benkendorf, A. Potapov, V. Levashev, A. Cher- 

nyshev (see Mazour; N. K. SHit’pER, Imperator 

Nikolai I [St. Petersburg, 1903], I, 329-30 and Ap- 

pendix LII, Nos. 2, 3, 4, pp. 670-71). 
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all the energies which would otherwise be di- 

rected against it.! 
It will not be denied that a reform is become 

generally necessary throughout the state, not 
only on account of the intolerable abuses which 

exist, but because the doctrines preached up in 

the West have given an impulse even in Russia 

towards a better order of things. Yet such is the 

besotted ignorance prevailing throughout the 

great mass to whom the physical force belongs, 

and so glimmering is the intelligence possessed 
by those who domineer over it, that a struggle 

between these classes would be truly disastrous 

in its consequences, and such a catastrophe 

should therefore be avoided with the greatest 
caution, and no measure capable of provoking it 

be adopted. 

The Corps de Noblesse (including the mili- 
tary) is the only portion of the population which 

may be deemed civilized, and of course alone 

can be considered as an element entering into 

any political or moral calculation. The rest of 

the mass, or 19/20th of the whole, is really little 

more than what it has been harshly denominat- 

ed, “La Béte a face humaine.”’ Indeed it enjoys 

no other but a physical existence and cannot 

therefore be ripe for the apportion or mainte- 
nance of its undoubted rights. 

It is known that a spirited memorial claiming 

certain rights and privileges for the nobles and 

numerously signed by them, was presented to 

the late Emperor by Count Woronzoff in 1817.'* 

This was quietly laid upon the shelf to be con- 
sidered at some future time. It is a general belief 

that the Emperor Alexander had at all times in 

contemplation a plan for introducing some re- 

forms in the state. The Times however had for 

some years past appeared to him unpropitious. 

He seems to have been kept in a constant state 

" Throughout the nineteenth century, it was the 

reactionary segment of the Russian nobility that in- 

sisted on freedom of initiative and enterprise in the 
economic sphere, while the “‘liberal’’ groups wanted 

political participation in the government. 

'2 Middleton probably has in mind the petition 
signed by sixty-five nobles and presented to Alexan- 
der I in 1816. This petition requested permission to 

orgafiize a union of landowners whose purpose would 

be to co-ordinate the actions of those serf owners 
who wanted to take advantage of the rigist to free 

serfs given by the law on Free Agriculturists (1804). 

The petition was presented to Alexander I by Gen- 
eral Adjutant I. V. Vassil’chikov, though M. S. 

Vorontsov was one of the signers (see SHIL’DER, J m- 
perator Aleksandr I (St. Petersburg, 1898], IV, 42). 
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of alarm at the news of Carbonaro plots or in- 
surrections abroad. At home too he was by no 

means reassured even by his 800,000 bayonets. 

He had known for several years that secret as- 

sociations were at work organizing revolt in his 

dominions. A young man who had embarked on 

a voyage round the world with Lazaroff’s expe- 
dition some years ago, upon arriving in England 

had a qualm of conscience and wrote the Em- 

peror a letter putting him upon his guard and 

giving information which proved true upon ex- 
amination,}8 

Several other indications of a similar nature 

had been given him. At length about the period 
of his departure for the Southern provinces in 
September last the plot appears to have ac- 

quired maturity and it is reported to have been 
the intention of the Conspirators to prevent his 

ever returning to this residence. Agreeing that 

a change was to be effected by violence, they 

were much divided in opinion as to, the time, the 
manner, and object of it. In fact, three different 

conspiracies seem to have had a contemporane- 
ous and distinct existence.!4 One of these among 

the officers of the army of Wittgenstein, was 

made known to the Emperor during his last ill- 
ness at Taganrog, by a letter from General Kis- 

seloff, belonging to the staff of the army, who 

stated the existence of a plot into which he had 

entered with a view of turning informer. The 

attending physician (Wiley) finding one day his 

18The Decembrist who participated in M. P. 
Lazarev’s circumnavigation of the earth was D. I. 

Zavalishin. Zavalishin was a garrulous and unreli- 

able person, but there is no evidence in the records 
that he actually betrayed the secret societies (see 
S. F. Naiwa, Revoliutsionnoe dvizhenie v tsarskom 

flote [Moscow-Leningrad, 1948], p. 16). 

14 In fact, there were only two main societies, the 
so-called ‘‘Southern” and ‘‘Northern.” A third one, 
the United Slavs, eventually amalgamated with the 

Southern Society. 

16 Middleton makes an error here. General Kise- 
lev was appointed investigator of the conspiracy in 

the South after it was denounced by Ivan Sherwood, 

Captain Maiboroda, and Count Witt. True, some 
of the Decembrists were attached to Genera! Kise- 
lev’s staff, and he was mentioned as candidate of a 
‘“‘reformed”’ ministry. For fuller details on this rather 

confused business of betrayal and agents provocateurs 

see MAzour, p. 181; SHit’pER, Nikolai I, Vol. I, Ap- 
pendixes XXII, XXIII, XXXIII-XXXIX; Tsen- 
trarkhiv, Vosstanie Dekabristov, Vol. IV; M. I. 

Bocpanovicu, Jstoriia Tsarstvovaniia imperatora 
Aleksandra I i Rosstia v ego vremia (St. Petersburg, 

1869-71), VI, 495 ff. 
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patient much affected, inquired what was the 

matter, and received for answer an intimation 

that the contents of a letter just received were 

too horrid to be repeated. The Emperor caused 
the letter to be sealed, and in that state it was 

after his decease sent first to Constantine and 

afterward to Nicholas. Directly after the receipt 

of the letter at Taganrog, 4 persons (suspected 

assassins) were arrested there by the Emperor’s 

guard and by his order, and orders were dis 

patched to Wittgenstein’s army for the arrest of 

seven generals or commandants of regiments 

under his [two illegible words]. 

It may be well supposed that the malcontents 

would not lose so favorable an opportunity as 

offered during the interregnum which succeeded 

the Emperor’s death for forwarding their plans. 

What these were, is not precisely known. One of 

their demonstrations was exhibited on the 
place of St. Isaac on the 14th ultimo. This coup 

de main was concerted the night before at a sup- 

per of at least 50 persons, at Rileieff’s, in the 

Morskoi street, within three doors of the resi- 

dence of the Military Governor of the city, 

Miloradovitch, who had not the least suspicion 

of what was going on, being intimate in that 
house, and knowing most of the individuals who 

were present at it. At the supper it is said that 

they consented to accept the Constitution to be 

proposed to them. This circumstance was first 
made known to General Strekaloff some days 

after, in a letter from a procureur du Sénat, by 

name Krasnkontski [sic], who had refused to 

take the oath, but had taken one not to betray 

the secret.!® Another levée de boucliers was made 

soon after by a Lieutenant Colonel Mouravieff, 

who after proclaiming the “Slavo-Russ Repub- 

lic,” and taking the little town of Vassilkoff 

(about 35 versts from Kieff) and giving it to pil 
lage, was quickly subdued, according to the 

statements enclosed, lettered (a) and numbered 

1, 2, 3.17 The folly of sucha project could only be 

justly appreciated by those who are acquainted 

with the habits and feelings of Russians, who 

can account such an act, only by supposing that 

the perpetrator had gone mad with ambition. 

For some time past a Court of Enquiry, has 

16Tt seems that S. G. Krasnokutskii merely in- 

formed the Decembrists that Nicholas I would be 
proclaimed emperor on the 14th of December and 
refused to participate in any violent demonstration 
(see NAIDA, p. 22). 

17 There is no evidence that the rebels proclaimed 
a Slavo-Russ republic in Vassil’kov village, nor did 

they pillage it. 
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been constantly sitting for the examination of 

prisoners who have been committed to the For- 

tress. These have been brought from various 

parts of the Empire, and are daily increasing in 

number although many are released after exam- 

ination. After the examinations are concluded, 

such of the prisoners as have given contradic- 

tory statements will be confronted. This will 

considerably delay the punishment of such as 

shall be condemned, as no punishment will take 

place until all the confrontations shall be over. 

The number of persons who will in all probabili- 
ty be condemned to punishment of some sort or 

other (not including the privates who have been 
marched off by hundreds to remote places) may 
possibly amount to four or five hundred.'* The 
enclosed official document lettered (6) purports 
to be a succinct account of the facts developed 

by these examinations all tending to prove that 

certain societies had plotted to effect a radical 
reform in the state. 

The effect of these discoveries will be to put 

it in the power of the government to apply what 

they consider to be, for the tire at least, a gen- 
eral correction to the evil existing, in removing 

from authority, and punishing all who have in 

any way exhibited symptoms of discontent. It 

may therefore be believed, that if in the conflict 

which has arisen, the autocracy prove trium- 

phant, it will derive an accession of strength 

from these occurrences. 

In this conjuncture it seems natural to en- 

quire whether the reigning Emperor has any 

idea of yielding to his subjects, or to any portion 

of them, the rights and privileges which in other 

countries are at this time so greedily sought 

after, and which here afford a pretext for insur- 
rection. 

In order to solve this doubt completely, it 
would be necessary to know his private senti- 

ments upon the subject. Of this I am ignorant; 

but looking to antecedents and probabilities, I 
should conjecture (although I hope I may be 

wrong) that the young Emperor will be appalled 

at the apparent danger and difficulty of the at- 

tempt in a nation so utterly opposed to all forms 
of Liberty from habit and prejudice and from 
ignorance incapable of comprehending them. 

18 Five hundred and seventy-nine persons were 

brought to trial, 219 acquitted, 121 selected as 

leaders and condemned to various degrees of punish- 

ment (see MAzouR; SuiL’DER, Nikolai I, Vol. I, Ap- 

pendix LI, No. 6, pp. 674-78). 

MARC RAEFF 

However startling the assertion may appear at 
first, it can be shown from the history of this 
government, that the grand arcanum Imperit- 

that which its statesmen have long considered 

and do still consider to be its Palladium—is the 

doctrine of Absolutism; and the oy inion is per- 
haps not erroneous which holds this to be the 

only principle which can bind together so heter- 

ogeneous a mass as is aggregated under the 

sceptre of the Russian autocrat. 
If it be true that Despotism can never long 

flourish except in a barbarous nation, it seems 

equally certain that no other form but the 

despotic can maintain itself in the same circum- 

stances. Suffice it then to remark that ‘hese, as 

regards the great mass of the nation, are yet 

unchanged in Russia. 

If any feasible means were discoverable 

whereby the benefits of civil liberty would be 

immediately secured to the population of Rus- 
sia, the Emperor Alexander, who is known to 

have valued the absolute power he swayed only 

as the means of doing good, would assuredly 

have attempted it. But such is the force of. cir- 

cumstances and such the power of surrounding 

influences that he was seldom able to carry into 

effect any reform however inconsiderable in his 

hereditary dominions. All the persons who have 
profited, do profit or expect to profit by abuses 
(and a most numerous class they are) must be 

enemies to reform. All the superior classes of 

society too in this country, have confirmed 

habits of domination, as difficult to break, but 

not more so, than the correspondent habits of 
slavish obedience in the inferior. Whether or not 

it was from a just view and experience of the dif- 

ficulties to be encountered in all attempts at re- 
form, the fact is certain, that the late Emperor’s 
inclination towards liberalism had very much 
diminished of late years. His attempt too at giv- 
ing a Constitution to Poland seems to have suc- 

ceeded so little to his expectation, that there ap- 

peared latterly very little disposition in him to 

perfect his work by putting that Constitution 

into full execution. The last additional act (clos- 
ing the doors of the legislative Chamber) looked 

very like a desire of undoing what had been al- 

ready efiected. Great allowances ought however 
to be made for the influence of the neighbouring 

Powers who all seem to have considered the in- 

stitutions granted to this country as working in- 

jury—{sic]. An inquiry of deep interest to foreign 
nations is what are the future prospects of Rus- 

sia under the autocracy, and will she enjoy an 
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existence sufficiently tranquil at home to permit 

her to exercise a commanding influence abroad? 

I incline rather to the opinion, that the habit of 

obedience is so firmly established, that but little 

management is required to keep all in the sub- 
jection which is become a kind of second nature. 

Add to this that it seems most natural that the 

present body of the Nobility should incline to 

bear with the autocracy placed above it, in order 

to enjoy the benefits of the servage beneath it. 

While on the other hand the Crown, however 

disposed, from many considerations both moral 
and political, to elevate the condition of the serf, 

will yet be careful not to do anything which 

shall tend to change the relations by means of 

which the autocracy is rendered so necessary in 

the state. To the second part of the enquiry it 

may be answered, that if Russia enjoy peace 
within her own dominions, the degree of influ- 

ence she will exercise abroad must depend upon 

the will backed by the ability of those who shall 

03 

be placed at the head of a nation possessing such 

vast resources. 

After all however, it would bespeak an ex 
treme rashness, to confide in any prognostic of 

tranquillity in a nation where under the reign of 

a Prince like Alexander, various conspiracies 

were matured undiscovered, and thirteen differ- 

ent individuals, (most of whom were oflicers) 

could be found to volunteer their services to ac 

complish his destruction. 
I fear, Sir, you will consider me as having in 

dulged in this dispatch in speculations which 

may be unsound, or which at any rate, were un- 

called for. I know that in general a statement of 
facts is all that should be permitted in these 
communications; but at the distance and in the 
circumstances I find myself, I conceive a few 

obvious comments upon passing events will not 

prove unacceptable. I have the honor etc., 

HENRY MIDDLETON 
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Tochten en Toernooien. By P. GEYL. Hoogleeraar 
an de Rijksuniversiteit te Utrecht: N. V. 

A Oosthoek’s Uitgevers Mij, 1850. Pp. 272. 

The title of this book may be translated as 
“Expeditions and encounters,” a figure drawn 

from medieval chivalric romance. Among the 

sorties the author has made is one into the realm 
of Shakespearean criticism in which he discusses 

the views of such appraisers of the Avon poet as 

Tolstoi, Ernest Crosby, G. B. Shaw, and Theun 

De Vries. He compares the dramas of Shake- 

speare with those of Hooft, Vondel, Corneille, 

and Racine; but he estimates the art of these 

writers as inferior to that of Shakespeare. Other 

essays deal with the work of historians. He has 

much appreciative comment on the remarkable 
work of I. H. Gosses, whose studies of the non- 

manorial and nonfeudal medieval life in the Low 

Countries is all too little known. He admires the 

solid contributions of J. G. Randall on the 

American Civil War, especially his work on 

Abraham Lincoln. 

Particularly interesting is what P. Geyl has to 

say about Arnold Toynbee’s effort to present a 
unified view of the history of mankind. The first 
of these essays on Toynbee originally appeared 

in the Verslagen (1946) of the Historisch Ge- 

nootschap at Utrecht, the second in the Nieuw 

Vlaams Tijdschrift in 1948. Although admitting 

that Toynbee’s works are stimulating and in- 

structive, he views them with much skepticism. 

Especially critical is he of Toynbee’s “system of 

civilizations”—the way they come into being, 

break down, and disintegrate. 

To many a student and researcher it would 

appear that usually, and even here, certain basic 

principles are ignored when discussing “‘philoso- 

phy of history.” History is one of the disciplines, 

a scientific study having its own proper methods 

and procedures which owe much to philology, 
paleography, diplomatics, the study of law and 

institutions, and many another subject. Like 

other disciplines, history possesses its own pe- 

culiar limits beyond which its special] methods of 
study and research are not readily applicable. 

Certainly, the historian must have a com- 

prehension of the metaphysical aspects of his 

subject. He takes for granted what is known as 

the historical process, the clear exposition of 
events in the light of efficient causality—that is, 

the realm of human achievement as known 

through proximate causes. But he is constantly 

confronted with questions of an ultimate na- 

ture, questions which as a mere historian he can- 
not resolve, for they invoke matters of a meta- 

physical nature. While he may state them accu- 

rately and even discuss their content and import, 

he cannot merely as a historian treat the validity 

of these things without becoming something of 

a metaphysician. Arrived at this point, the his- 

torian must have a clear comprehension of 

causes that lie deeper than those which yield 

simply contingent results. Everything now de- 

pends upon the nature of the historian’s meta- 

physics, and this is a subject which the undisci- 

plined historian would do well to enter warily. 
For the method of metaphysics is one that em- 

braces all being in one special consistent method 

of study, or discipline. Instead of describing 

some historical process, the metaphysician aims 
to explain such process by omitting from his 

immediate attention the incidental and con- 

tingent. 

Ignoring this basic distinction in the nature 

of history and metaphysics, some writers have 

simply applied some theory or teaching from 

some one of the special disciplines, thinking 

thereby to found a philosophy of civilization. So 

we have had the evolutionists, who sought to 

erect a history of civilization on certain prin- 

ciples derived directly from the subject of bi- 
ology. Today. however, evolutionism of this 

kind, which has a definite philosophical root, 

has failed to explain historical process, especial- 

ly as shown by its bankruptcy in the study of 

anthropology. Other writers have made similar 

illegitimate use of the physical sciences, eco- 

nomics, and latterly of psychology, especially 

the brand taught by the followers of Sigmund 

Freud. Such theories derived from some of the 

special disciplines usually bristle with difficul- 

ties; and, when studied with some attention, 

they appear little more than poetic fancies. 

Philosophers have not the time or training 

to work with the materials that go to make up 

the subject of history. It is practically impos- 

sible for them to acquire a full knowledge of the 
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facts of some period of time. For example, how 
difficult is it to state exactly what constitutes 

feudalism? Few except some professed historian 
of the Middle Ages know the difference between 

feudal and manorial institutions. For all their 
vaunted interest in social and economic institu- 

tions, few Marxist theoreticians appear able to 
distinguish between the two. But the philoso- 

pher has other difficulties as well. He may be the 
victim of his own system! He may, for example, 

be a consistent materialist, in which case he will 

have little understanding of so mighty a matter 

as religion in the development of culture. The 

philosopher’s epistemology, psychology, and 

metaphysical system may warp his entire pres- 
entation of what a culture truly is. ; 

Geyl’s criticisms of Toynbee’s vast work in- 

volve, among other matters, definitions. So, for 

example, what are “laws”? Toynbee proclaims 
the freedom of the will, something the student 

of history must hold if he is to account for the 

diversity to be seen in events that are contin- 

gent. For if the will is not intrinsically free, the 

acts of men will be determined, and the course 

of culture, being a series of necessary acts, could 

be studied much as we labor over the data of 

chemistry or physics. Having freedom of the 

will, mankind produces a culture in which 
“Jaws” indeed exist, but in a manner very dif- 

ferent from the “laws” of physical science. 

The unity of culture does not lie so much in 

the things that go to make up a culture as in the 

nature of man himself. Having freedom to act 

or not to act, man cannot, however, avoid the 

consequences of his free acts, be they good or 

evil. So long as we observe the data of history 

positivistically, we can see little system. 

Such being at least one aspect of the prob- 

lem, it is natural that systems are likely to ap- 

pear schematic and more or less arbitrary to the 

historian, who is content to labor within the 

bounds of his vineyard. Geyl does not aim to 

descend into metaphysical problems. He finds 
Toynbee’s constructions of culture strained and 

too systematic. Many a specialist will agree with 

him. But the adjectives Geyl applies to Toyn- 

bee’s work do not seem justified. The word “‘es- 

capism” appears too hard. Why Toynbee’s 
work should be dismissed as “romantic” (p. 
150) is not clear. Is his method “irrational’’? 

This may be doubted. Nor are the words “dan- 

gerous” (p. 153) and “funest” (p. 154) happy 
selections. If such epithets are to be applied to 

Toynbee’s work, what are we to say about the 

crass materialism of Marx’s system of culture 
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built upon an evolutionary autodynamism 

which denies freedom? Is not that system truly 

“funest’’? Or Durkheim’s system of primitive 
religion? Or the now happily superannuated an- 

thropological theories of Freud? 

To avoid confusion, would it not be wise to 

maintain a clear distinction between history and 

the philosophy of history? Should we not rest 

content with the limits that now have become 

fixed for history and avoid subjecting that study 

to special metaphysical systems? Surely it 

would seem necessary to treat metaphysically 

any philosophy of history. Here it appears prop- 

er to call attention to the fact that Toynbee no- 

where, it appears, clearly sets forth the meta- 
physical bases upon which he builds his system. 

He does, however, stress that his system is ethi- 

cal, one that involves the matter of religion. 

This is a complex subject that cannot be dis- 
posed of in a few hours’ reading. Toynbee’s sys- 

tem, or, better, his systems, possess metaphysi- 

cal roots which should be appraised in the light 

of some metaphysical criticism and not simply 

as a historical treatise against which Gey] has 

pointed his artillery. 

Henry S. Lucas 

University of Washington 

Soziologie: Geschichte ihrer Probleme. BY HEL- 

MUT SCHOECK, professor at Fairmont State 

College, Fairmont, West Virginia. (‘Orbis 

academicus: Problemgeschichten der Wis- 

senschaft in Dokumenten und Darstellun- 

gen,” in collaboration with W. Britzet- 

MAYR, F. GESSNER, R. SCHERER, G. SOHN- 

GEN, edited by Fritz WAGNER and RICHARD 

BRopFUHRER.) Munich: Verlag Karl Alber 

Freiburg, 1952. Pp. 424. M. 24.50. 

In the nineteenth century the historian was 

the scholar par excellence. He had emancipated 
his discipline from the religious schemes of salva 

tion, as well as from the philosophical moralism 
of the eighteenth century; and his thinking 

tended to dominate most other fields of learning, 

including the natural sciences. One talked about 

“historicism,” and the term marked the peak of 
the historical offensive. 

Among twentieth-century historians, by con- 

trast, a defensive attitude has become prevalent. 

In our academic hallways it has become a usual 

saying that history is “old-fashioned” and even 

“on the way out.” New disciplines, among 
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which sociology is most prominent, are herald- 

ed as the latest word. 

The book under consideration here is a his- 

torical introduction to sociological thought in 

the West, and it includes selections from the 

main texts. It represents a perhaps too ambi- 

tious undertaking for one volume, and as a re- 

sult the author’s style seems in places too crowd- 
ed and his text selections are too short and dis- 

connected. But for historians such an introduc- 

tion is of considerable value. It confronts the 

profession with the problem of coping with the 
challenge of this relatively new discipline. All 

too many historians have ignored it altogether. 

How few nineteenth-century historians do we 
find among the names of those who tried 

to push beyond such concepts as “people,” 

“nation,” “state,” to explain social phenomena. 
Treitschke’s active antisociological attitude is 

still, in our day, cultivated by a great number 

of historians. 

The war between the historian and the soci- 
ologist is not a “just war.” It is based on mis- 

conceptions. Prime among these is the histori- 
an’s suspicion that the sociologist is ignoring the 

uniqueness of historical events and is devising 

lifeless schemes of measurement; that sociology 

constitutes a major threat to the religious and 

voluntaristic foundations of our civilization. 

But just as an extreme and insensitive “his- 
toricism” has not succeeded in invalidating the 

historical method, so a rigirous “sociologism” 

cannot invalidate the need for the sociological 

method. Indeed, it is the historian’s task to 

press for a meaningful definition and usage of 

sociology: a discipline closely dependent on his- 
tory and the other social sciences, devising new 

concepts, aiming not at explaining away the 

mystery of life but at explaining it imagina- 

tively. 

By these terms it becomes clear why a his- 

tory of sociology should go back beyond the 

days of Auguste Comte, the founder of the dis- 

cipline, into the ‘“‘B.c.” of the sociologists, to 

some of the great minds of our history. Quite 
clearly Plato, Aristotle, Machiavelli, and Adam 

Miiller were sociologists in the best sense of the 

word. Neither should we be surprised to find 
Nietzsche among the fathers of sociology. His 

distrust of everything academic did not prevent 

him from raising the most penetrating socio- 

logical problems in his La gaya sciensa 
(Schoeck, pp. 192 ff.). 

Along these lines the modern historian is ex- 

pected to open himself to sociological problems. 
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He cannot remain the self-contented “emanci- 
pated” historian of the nineteenth century. For 
example, he has to readmit religion into his 
realm, if only, as Pareto did, as a mere “reality” 

(p. 232) which cannot be ignored. He will have 

to think in terms of all sorts of social concepts 
raised by the sociologist, such as social class, 

generation, clique, and types of authority and 

elites. 
We have to thank Helmut Schoeck for his 

outline of the problems of sociology. Besides the 

commentaries by the author and the text selec- 

tions, the book contains an excellent topical bib- 

liography and a useful “‘who’s who” among soci- 

ologists. One of its purposes is to acquaint the 
European and American sociologists with each 

other’s work. And for historians in particular it 

proposes new avenues for future work. 

KLEMENS VON KLEMPERER 

Smith College 

Neuer Geschichts- und Kulturatlas. Von der Ur- 

seit sur Gegenwart. By HANs ZeEIssic with 

the collaboration of the Historical Commis- 

sions. Hamburg, Frankfurt, and Munich: 

Atlantik-Verlag, 1952. Pp. vili+ 138. 

This work represents a new departure in 

German historical atlases. In his preface the edi- 
tor expresses the laudable desire to break with 

the tradition of “following the fates of innumer- 

able particular states in all their details” and of 
tracing “historical antitheses which document 

themselves in individual and national conflicts 

and finally in murderous wars.” Instead, he 

wishes to emphasize the civilizing, intellectual, 

cultural, artistic, scientific, economic, and tech- 

nical accomplishments of peoples and to show 
their interdependence. 

What he has produced is an atlas of world 
history with special emphasis on Germany and 
its international relations and with a great deal 

of attention paid to international cultural reci- 
procity. The first map represents Europe in the 
Paleolithic Age, with locations of known settle- 

ments and of important archeological discov- 

eries. The last one is entitled “The world picture 
after the second World War: the end of Euro- 

pean imperialism on the non-European conti- 
nents,” with attention given to such phenomena 

as the Marshall plan, General MacArthur, Ibn 
Saud, and the extension of Soviet influence. The 

results of the new approach are often interest- 
ing, ingenious, and enlightening, particularly in 
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such matters as the extension of various kinds of 

German influence into eastern Europe in the 

Middle Ages. On the other hand, the impressive- 
ly swooping arrows to which the editor is de- 

voted sometimes turn out to mean less on close 

investigation than they appear to at first glance. 
Despite the announced intention of avoiding 

national bias, certain traditional manifestations 

of Prussian, German, or even Nazi ways of look- 

ing at things do appear. The two maps on the 

Teutonic Order (p. 51) have loaded captions. 

The reference to the history of the order up to 
1400 only as a “cultural achievement” will 

doubtless set some non-German teeth on edge, 

and the attribution of its decline to “failure of 

the Imperial power and strengthening of its 
neighbors” certainly ignores the internal and 

inherent rottenness of the Livonian state as a 

primary cause of its collapse. Using the designa- 

tion (p. 93) ‘“‘The Silesian Wars and the Seven 

Years’ War; first encirclement of Prussia by the 
European powers,” with an array of menacing 

black arrows converging on Prussia, seems to 

present a one-sided view of the part played by 

Frederick the Great in the earlier years of this 

period. The map of Europe on the eve of the 
first World War has a formidable battery of ar- 

rows labeled ‘‘Panslawismus,”’ but no corre- 

sponding reminder of pangermanism. The terri- 
torial and political changes imposed by the 
Paris Peace Settlement are shown, but not 

those of Brest Litovsk. A map of Europe in 1938 

shows ‘‘National Spain” and “Red Spain.” 
Like most historical atlases and most general 

histories, German or otherwise, this one is de- 

fective (except in the matter of German expan- 
sion) with respect to the Baltic area, which is of 
particular significance to German history. No 
map shows the medieval Danish empire or the 
Frisian trade route to the northeast. The spread 

of Romanesque architecture is not carried be- 

yond the German border, and that of monasti- 

cism barely oversteps it. The contact and con- 

flict of Eastern and Western Christendom is not 

presented. The map of the Great Northern War 
(p. 86) includes only Germany. German troops 

are represented (p. 124) as holding in March 
1918 a line in Finland which in fact they never 

reached. The maps (pp. 133, 134) of the fronts 

in the second World War ignore the important 
military advances of German’s co-belligerent, 

Finland, and German operations in northern 
Finland and northern Norway. 

Whatever criticisms of detail, however, one 

may make, historians must welcome the appear- 
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ance—in Germany of all places—of an atlas of 
world history, intended for use in the schools, 

which attempts to stress cultural history and to 
make clear the international essence of cultural 

development. 
C. LEONARD LUNDIN 

Indiana University 

The age of the baroque, 1610-1660. By Cart J. 
Frrepricu. New York: Harper & Bros., 
1952. Pp. 367. $5.00. 

In The age of the baroque Carl J. Friedrich has 

presented a forceful case for regarding the peri- 
od in European history between 1610 and 1660 
as an age with a temper of its own. He has 

shown how kings, statesmen, and politicians, in 

their “perpetual and restless desire of power 
after power,” struggled against feudal lords, 

Huguenots, and Puritans and also against each 

other, to shape and strengthen the territorial 

state. By their work, this state, both absolute 

and limited, clearly emerged during these years 

as the basic political institution of the modern 
world. Fired by the same spirit of “‘a restless 

search for power,” baroque artists and writers 

created Milton’s Satan, Rubens’ “Rape of the 

daughters of Leucippus,” Bernini’s “St. Teresa 

in Ecstasy,” and Hobbes’s Leviathan. These dy- 

namic creations of pen and brush and chisel are, 
according to Friedrich, true artistic productions 
of the same age whose creative political leaders 
included Richelieu, Gustavus Adolphus, Wal 

lenstein, and Cromwell. 

In all their striving for power in this age of 

bitter religious-political conflict, these rulers, 

artists, and scientists were still seeking, as men 

had earlier sought in the Middle Ages and 

Renaissance, for some kind of common faith or 

ultimate unity. James I looked for this unity in 

the divine right of kings, Henry IV in the Grand 

Design, and Grotius in the Stoic concept of nat 
ural law. In mathematics Descartes, with his 

“dynamic approach,” demonstrated that geo 
metric space and algebraic equation were not 

truly separate but only “different forms of the 

same underlying set of relations.” In art and ar- 

chitecture separate forms became “integrated 

wholes.” Friedrich is perhaps most interesting 
when he shows how Rembrandt discovered and 

portrayed the ultimate faith and repose in the 

inner soul of man. The baroque spirit, the 

author insists, knew no religious, political, or 

cultural boundaries. It expressed itself in diverse 

ways in al] parts of western and central Europe. 
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Its creations in art and science, in political theo- 
ry and statesmanship, remain a basic part of our 

modern world. 

Friedrich has written a provocative book 
which is bound to be controversial. Illuminating 

as his thesis is for its fresh interpretations of 
men and of movements in these years, a student 

of the period may well ask if Friedrich has not 

compressed too many aspects of this complex 
age into his thesis. One also wishes that the 

author had given more attention to social forces 

and changes. A fuller treatment of them would 

add much to our understanding of the conflicts 

of this turbulent age. 

Friedrich does emphasize the importance of 
the constitutional struggle being waged in Eng- 

land during these years, but he has not, in the 

opinion of this reviewer, handled it very success- 

fully, particularly in the years from 1610 to 

1642. Although he recognizes that the achieve- 

ment of the “modern state limited” was Eng- 

land’s great contribution to state building at 

this time, he discusses James and Buckingham, 

Laud and Strafford, whose policies failed, more 

fully than Coke and Phelips, Eliot and Pym, 

whose work made possible the ultimate victory 

of limited monarchy. How these leaders ‘“‘won 

the initiative” in parliament from privy coun- 

cilors, how they struggled with baroque intensi- 

ty for new powers, as well as traditional rights, 

are topics which should be treated more ade- 
quately in this book concerned with men’s 
“restless search for power.’’ The author does 

show the vital role which religion played in the 

contest in England, but he neglects the social 

structure so essential for understanding the in- 

ner tensions of the constitutional drama which 

was being enacted. Perhaps these omissions are 
due to the fact that the bibliography, so rich in 

continental sources, does not include a number 

of important works in English history on this 

period. W. Notestein, J. Nef, and D. Wilson are 

not mentioned. 

Friedrich is more successful in his account 

of the civil wars and of the Commonwealth and 

Protectorate. He believes that Cromwell was 

the “greatest single individual of the two gen- 

erations between 1610 and 1660” and convinc- 

ingly portrays the complexity and essential 
greatness of the man. 

The age of the baroque is a welcome and valu- 

able addition to the volumes already published 

in the series on ‘The rise of modern Europe.” 

MARGARET A. JUDSON 

Rutgers University 
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Bibliography of British history: the eighteenth cen- 

tury, 1714-1789. Edited by STANLEY PAR- 

GELLIS and D. J. Mepiey. Oxford: Claren- 
don Press, 1951. Pp. 529. $8.50. 

This bibliography on eighteenth-century 

British history is a companion volume to Con- 
yers Read’s Bibliography of British history: Tu- 

dor period, 1485-1603, and Godfrey Davies’ 
Bibliography of British history: Stuart period, 

1603-1714. In general, the plan followed by 
Read and Davies is adhered to in this volume. 

There are 4,558 items listed under 17 headings: 

General reference works, Political history, Con- 

stitutional history, Legal history, Ecclesiastical 

history, Economic history, Military history, 

Naval history, Social history, Cultural history, 

Local history, Scotland, Ireland, Wales, the 

‘American colonies, India, and Historical manu- 

scripts commission reports. Only 89 are devoted 

to General reference works, but practically 

every one of these has a note attached which of- 

fers an amazing amount of additional informa- 

tion. 

The distribution of the remaining, 4,469 

items among the other 16 main headings will 

astonish many living historians and would have 

scandalized the generation of historians before 

1914. Far more space is devoted to cultural and 

social history than to any other classification. 

Cultural history has 865 items; social, 583; po- 

litical, 263; constitutional, 225; and economic, 

337. Perhaps it should be pointed out that under 

cultural history is included literature, philoso- 

phy, the fine arts, music, science, education, 

scholarship, historiography, maps, printing, and 

newspapers. 

The treatment of each field of history follows 

substantially the same pattern. First biblio- 

graphical aids and sources are listed and then 
the divisions and subdivisions of that particular 

field. For example, under economic history the 
divisions are trade and commerce, industry, 

banking and finance, population, and agricul- 
ture; and each of these in turn has subdivisions. 

The listing under each unit is chronological and 
not alphabetical. Often the first impression is 

that the items listed are inadequate and too few. 

This impression nearly always vanishes before 

the perusal of the subdivision has been complet- 

ed. This, the reviewer believes, is because so 

many of the items are selected as typical of a 
subject and are followed by short paragraphs 

dealing with other works, pamphlets, or articles 
on the same topic. 

Since 4,558 items cannot be considered any- 
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thing but a very small part of the vast number 

of publications on the seventy-five years from 

1714 to 1789, it is obvious that it is the critical 

comments that follow so many items which give 

this bibliography distinction. Some are short ex- 

plosive sentences; some are very meaty para- 

graphs; and some are not even sentences, but 

are more like cablegrams in their pungency, 

brevity, and absence of sentence structure. Also 

the treatment in these comments varies tremen- 

dously. The fundamental interpretation may be 

given without approval or disapproval; the 
weakness may be pointed out with devastating 

candor; various degrees of approval may be 

registered ; or other works may be referred to for 

contrasting interpretations. These works re- 

ferred to may simply be listed with a statement 

that they should be consulted for a different in- 

terpretation from the one first mentioned, or the 
actual interpretation may be given. Most help- 

ful in this connection is the practice of referring 

by numbers to items listed in other sections of 

the bibliography for additional information. 

The plan that the editors have followed in 

the selection of the 4,558 items depends to a 

very great extent on personal judgment. Hence 

it is possible to differ mildly or violently over 

the selection of items and over the critical com- 

ments. Effective criticism in this direction, how- 

ever, has been made difficult by the fact that 

editors have had so many collaborators that the 

choice of items selected and the writing of the 
notes in each very limited subdivision has been 

done by one of the outstanding scholars in that 

particular field. Thus in practically every in- 

stance a good case can be made for the choice of 

items and for the evaluation placed on works in 

the critical notes. Also the editors have been 

particularly effective in what might be termed 
“anticipatory rebuttal.’’ The reviewer in exam- 

ining the table of contents found several ex- 

amples of organization which he believed were 

open to criticism, but almost invariably he 

found these objections answered in the introduc- 

tory paragraphs to the various divisions and 

subdivisions. Some explanations were more con- 
vincing than others, but the editors at least in- 

dicated that they had considered the problems 
and had good reasons for reaching the decisions 

they had made. 

In short, the reviewer feels that the editors 

and ‘their collaborators have consistently fol- 

lowed the plan which they imposed upon them- 

selves and have produced a more than satisfac- 
tory bibliography. It should be useful to both 

graduate students and established scholars in 
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the field. Finally, the reviewer hopes that man) 

scholars interested in eighteenth-century Eng- 

land will not merely use the bibliography for 

reference but will share his pleasure in reading 
entire divisions of the work. 

DoNALD GROVE BARNES 

Western Reserve University 

Leslie Stephen: his thought and character in rela 
tion to his time. By Noet Gi1LRoy ANNAN. 

Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1952. Pp. 342. $5.00. 

F. W. Maitland’s authorized biography of 
Leslie Stephen, though an exemplary commemo 

ration of the man, did not attempt a critical 

study of the works, an enterprise which Mait- 

land left to the future, predicting that “someone 

will some day do for him what he to our admira 

tion did for many others: illustrate in a small 
compass his life by his books, his books by his 

life, and both by their environment” (The life 

and letters of Leslie Stephen (London, 1906]). In 

this Noel Annan succeeds brilliantly. But he 

does more: his fair and witty discussion of 
Stephen’s life and accomplishment illuminates 

the intellectual history of late nineteenth-cen 

tury England. 
Outwardly Leslie Stephen’s career was un 

eventful. Born into one of those families which 

included in its various relationships an astonish- 
ingly large proportion of the Victorian intelle« 

tual aristocracy, he abandoned Cambridge when 

a burgeoning unbelief forced him to give up the 
holy orders required for his fellowship. There 

after as a man of letters in London, he entered 

upon a far more productive life than any he 

would have had in the overly agreeable exist 

ence of a don. His personality and character, 
formed in the struggle of a hypersensitive na 
ture to measure up to Victorian ideals of vigor 

and self-reliance, included not only the traits of 

Mr. Ramsey, etched by his daughter’s resent 
ment in To the lighthouse, but other, more ap 
pealing qualities—humor, courage, conscience, 

and a compelling honesty. He would be the 

prey of many biographers. Annan, however, 

treats his life with sympathy and understanding 

in two introductory chapters which are ad. 
mirable for a conciseness achieved by the un 

usual, though effective, device of vivid and 

pointed digressions. 

But this is not simply a biography. Annan’s 

purpose is to view Stephen ‘‘as a peak set in the 
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mountain range of a certain tradition of 

thought” (p. 109); and the main interest is in 

the chapters devoted to evangelicalism, Cam- 

bridge rationalism, loss of religious faith, agnos- 

ticism, individual and social morality, and lit- 

erary Criticism. The place of these topics in 

Stephen’s work, or his contribution to them, is 
the focus of the book. The discussion clarifies 

one’s understandi:, vi the Victorian temper by 
handling its elements not as paradoxes in some 

impersonal and impalpable complex of ideas and 
values but as personal accidents or develop- 
ments in the intellectual experience of one im- 
portant and representative writer. Thus Vir- 
ginia Woolf was the great-granddaughter of 

John Venn, and the progress of the evangelical 

spirit from Clapham to Bloomsbury seems natu- 

ral enough when seen as the legacy of one gen- 

eration to another in a single family. Unbelief 

was as conscientious as faith when rational 

criticism found the Christian story incredible. 

Nor is it really surprising that agnosticism 

should be more prudish in its moral judgments 

than most religious systems. Uncertainties may 

creep in and give rise to asperities, but men sel- 

dom change their standards with their opinions 

at least not for a generation or so. Leslie 

Stephen, however, was more than a period piece. 

His literary criticism may not have been very 

perceptive, but he was a scholar and, as Annan 

says, a good scholar. He worked hard on impor- 

tant subjects, he wrote well, and, though his 

viewpoint may be dated, he made real contribu- 

tions to knowledge and formed judgments that 

stand. It is to be hoped that Annan’s book will 
help restore a reputation that has sunk too low 

and, further, that whoever dismisses the ration- 

alist tradition as either arrogant or simple- 

minded will read his concluding pages. 

The only quarrel must be with the American 

publisher. One could welcome the reproduction 

of an English edition by offset lithography if the 

purpose were to lower the cost to the reader and 

if the job were well done. The price, however, is 

$5.00 for a book of 342 pages. Nor is the printing 
attractive. Some pages are dim, others too 

black. The full-page illustrations of the original 
have been reduced in size, blurred in the proc- 

ess, and squeezed onto both sides of two pages. 

The reader who wishes to see the little drawing 

by Stephen to which reference is made in the 
preface will have to buy the English edition 

(London: MacGibbon & Gee, 1951); that page 

has not been reproduced. 

CHARLES C. GILLISPIE 

Princeton University 
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Modern France: problems of the Third and Fourth 

Republics. Edited by EpbwArp MEAD Ear_e, 
School of Historical Studies, Institute for 

Advanced Studies, Princeton. lPrinceton: 

Princeton University Press, 1951. Pp. xiv+ 
522. $6.00. 

It is impossible to review a book such as this 
in the ordinary sense of the word, to take apart 

every one of its twenty-eight contributions, and 

to say whether or not one likes it, whether or not 
one agrees with it, and why one does (or does 

not) like it (or agree with it). One can say that 

it is imposing. It is a neat job of bookmanship. 
It is a precise and authoritative witness to a 

great editor. It presents irrefutable evidence 

that a great number of thoughtful men in this 

country have many penetrating things to say 
about France. One only regrets not having been 

able to hear them. 
One can also comment on some of the con- 

tents of Modern France which excited this re- 

viewer’s admiration or opposition to an unusual 
degree or whose contents happen to coincide 

with his own interests. 

The virtuoso introduction by André Sieg- 

fried should be required reading for any stu- 
dent of modern France, as should the three ar- 

ticles by John B. Wolf, John Bowditch, and 
John B. Christopher on the ‘Decline of the 
French élan vital.”? Scott H. Lytle’s ‘Georges 

Sorel: apostle of fanaticism,” is a masterful job 
of synthesis. There is someone who knows his 

Sorel, although it is regrettable that he leaves us 

with the impression (via Roberto Michels) that 
Sorel was an anti-Semite. Antisemitism is a 
black word today, and many a well-meaning 

student might automatically put Sorel on his 
Index after seeing him associated with it. 
Sorel’s antipathy against certain Jews was of a 
rather limited nature, and one should not forget 

that he has left us one of the ablest polemics 

against antisemitism in his verbal demolition of 

Drumont’s France juive, as recorded by Jean 

Variot. And is not Daniel Halévy a Jew, Halévy 

whom Sorel put among the greatest men of let- 

ters of his time and who has reciprocated by 
having been one of the most faithful guardians 

of his memory? 

A great number of interesting questions are 

raised by “The French intellectuals: situation 

and outlook”’ by Kenneth Douglas, who, as the 

editor of the “‘Yale French Studies,” certainly 

knows whereof he writes. He points up the ex- 

traordinary richness and complexity of the 
French intellectual scene and thereby implies, 

without meaning to, that the short shrift given 
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to intellectual developments is probably the 

one serious defect of Modern France. For it 

would seem that today more than ever France 

serves as the unique focal point for the major 
discontents of our world. Totalitarianism versus 

democracy, temporal versus spiritual power, to 

say nothing of some of the more esoteric issues 

that animate the scene—these are all fought 

over with extraordinary intensity in France. 

In the field of politics the volume is extraor- 

dinarily strong, though here again the contribu- 

tion of Robert F. Byrnes—‘The Christian 

Democrats in modern France’’—struck this re- 

viewer as outstanding not only because of its 

authoritative excellence but also because he was 

not hampered by the somewhat pedantic (self- 
imposed?) chronological limitations of the three 

articles on the ‘Third Force,’ which, together 

with his article, made up Section IV of the book. 

This exclusively “practical” orientation of Mod- 

ern France also detracts from Section V, which 

deals with the Left and the Right in French poli- 

tics. Again the individual contributors do an 

excellent job, but as a whole their work lacks 

balance. Four of the six articles are on the Left, 

one deals with a movement on the Right, while 

the sixth, Lytle’s article on Sorel, could presum- 

ably fit on either side. Thus the Right is neglect- 

ed, which is a pity in view of the extraordinary 

intellectual influence exercised by some of its 

leaders under the Third Republic. Maurras, 
Barrés, Bainville, and Massis would seem as de- 

serving of mention as Sorel. The role of Action 

Francaise and Revue universelle in modern 

France were certainly far more substantial than 

the number of political adherents to the mon- 

archist movement would lead one to believe. 

Admittedly, in complaining about omissions, 
this reviewer is indulging his own hobbies. A col- 

lection of essays of this type is not intended and 

cannot be expected to present all facets of the 

picture. This imbalance or inadequacy in the 

treatment of political and intellectual history 

should not allow one to lose sight of the excellent 
essays on social and economic problems, among 

which Dudley Kirk’s ‘Population and popula- 

tion trends in modern France,”’ seemed especial- 

ly striking, as well as some fine contributions on 

French strategy and foreign relations. 

The editor has certainly assembled an un 

usual array of talent whose continued study of 

French affairs should cast many a revealing 

light on an area which is replete with elusive 

complexitic Ss. 

Hans A. SCHMITT 

Chicago, Illinois 
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La Revolution Frangaise. By GrorGES LE- 

FEBVRE, professeur honoraire a la Sorbonne. 
(‘‘Peuples et civilisations. Histoire générale,” 
Vol. XIII, published under the direction of 
Louis HALPHEN and PHILIPPE SAGNAC.) 

Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1951. 

It is understandable that a student of the 

French Revolution would entertain great expec- 
tations on opening any work on that subject by 
Georges Lefebvre. Those expectations must be 

heightened when the work in question is a large 

octavo of well over six hundred pages of text 

which include in the form of notes several thou- 

sand titles of studies by scholars in and out of 

France. This volume by the most distinguished 

historian of the Revolution of our generation, 

equally respected and admired by his fellow- 

scholars, will not disappoint the hopes that its 
publication awakened. It is his magnum opus, 

the culmination of a lifetime of research and 

writing, the ripe synthesis of fifty years of in 

vestigation and reflection. In the present state 

of revolutionary historiography it is most un 

likely that the scholarly world will soon, if at all, 

see his like again. It is therefore all the more 

necessary to examine his volume with the care 

that so unique a composition requires; that one 

ask, first and foremost, not what he says about 

any particular aspect or development within the 
Revolution, but what his conception is today of 

the vast upheaval itself, as interpreted on the 

basis of his own mature understanding and as 

seen in the refracted light of the conditioning 

circumstances of the contemporary global con- 

flict. 

One should note, by way of preliminary ob- 

servation, that this is neither exclusively nor 

even primarily a narrative history of a dramatic, 

spectacular, and enormously significant move 

ment within France. The important facts are 
there, amply enough presented to permit the 

reader to follow developments in their chrono 

logical continuity. But the presentation in some 

instances presupposes on the part of the reader 

a prior knowledge of details or of other interpre 
tations of the events; and in any case the em- 

phasis falls on the meaning of the events, their 

antecedents and_ their While 

Lefebvre tells the story clearly and simply, 

often movingly, his concern in the main is with 

the interpretation. But the interpretation and 
the illumination are not of what happened only 
within France, supremely important as those 

happenings were. What interests him most is the 

interaction between that dynamic, disruptive, 

and creative explosion inside France and the 

consequences. 
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secular, relatively static, and increasingly terri- 

fied and rancorous old order in Europe. The 

focal center of his work and of his thinking is 

found precisely there: in the conflict between 
two conceptions of organized human relations 

and its place in the larger and longer evolution 
of the Western world. 

The organization of the material and the 

treatment of developments derive accordingly 
from his premise that “ainsi de 1789 a 1815 l’his- 

toire des pays de culture européenne s’ordonne 
dans une large mesure autour de ce grand événe- 

ment.”’ Book I takes up the world on the eve of 
the French Revolution, arid Book VI, of equal 

length, takes stock of France and Europe (in- 

cluding the colonial world) ten years later, on 

the eve of Napoleon’s rise to power. Both are 
admirable sketches—Lefebvre himself makes no 

greater claim for them—in particular the bal- 

ance sheets of Europe and France in 1799, which 
American readers will find especially valuable 

for their luminous evaluation of the results of 

ten years’ turmoil. Between these terminal 

books are the events proper, but so arranged as 

constantly to bring out the mutually influencing 

force of revolutionary France upon monarchical 

Europe and of war without upon revolution 
within. 

The conception is striking. After having been 

neglected for so many years, its revival all but 

makes it original; and at all events as amplified 
by Lefebvre it bears very little resemblance to 

the conclusions drawn by nineteenth-century 

studies, which made the French Revolution and 

Europe their pivotal point. First, however, we 
may ask what the author’s views and emphases 

are on the revolution in France itself, for his in- 

terpretation of the interaction necessarily stems 
from his judgment of the action. One feature 

emerges clearly: for Lefebvre the revolution was 

indeed a bloc. This is not to say that he fails to 

do justice to the overlapping and contradictory 

strivings within the movement. On the con- 

trary, as his earlier monographs had already 
shown, no one could more clearly do justice then 

he to the inner revolutions or the revolutionary 

strivings within the larger development, or view 

more sympathetically and yet critically the 

abortive attempts to establish political and so- 
cial democracy. But he rightly builds his treat- 

ment around the short-term consideration that 

what gave unity to the decade of strife within 

France was the central position and the victori- 

ous effort of the midde classes to establish their 

values and social order against the aristocratic 
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opposition from the Right and the more demo- 
cratic-communistic proddings from the Left. He 
builds it, too, about the long-range considera- 

tion that the victory of the bourgeoisie (institu- 
tionalized fully by Napoleon), coinciding in time 

with the advance of capitalism, undermined the 

older feudal society and absolutist political or- 

der of Europe and gave an irresistible impetus 
‘to the ascendancy and triumph of the middle 
classes in the nineteenth century. 

A second characteristic of his treatment of 

the revolution within may be put, negatively, as 

the absence of the intense partisanship which 
too often marred the work of his distinguished 

predecessors. Put positively, as it should be, it 

is the philosophical humanism of the author 
which impresses itself: his constant, implicit rec- 
ognition of the complexity of factors which enter 
into the deeds of men and his explicit apprecia- 
tion of the role of circumstances and personali- 

ty in the determination and execution of policy. 

From this largeness of mind his work gets a 

cachet of balanced serenity; from Lefebvre’s in- 

tegrity come its uncompromising value-judg- 

ments upon events and individuals, vigorously 

severe where he deems necessary, but never 

rancorous or spiteful. The work in its entirety 

best illustrates this quality. For specific cases, 
one may mention his judicious mixture of praise 

and blame of Danton; his penetrating examina- 

tion of the Girondin-Montagnard struggle; his 

objective evaluation of the Thermidorians; and 

his illuminating appreciation of the Terror gov- 
ernment of 1793-94. 

His conception of a fundamental challenge- 
response tension between revolutionary France, 

on the one hand, and the coalition of the great 

powers, on the other, is peculiarly meaningful 
today in another generation of conflict. One 

gains a deeper understanding of that mutualism 
of aggression and ill will from his probing exam- 

ination of the attitudes and objectives of the 

policy-makers on both sides of the revolutionary 
curtain. There are rich pages in his detailed 
treatment of the relations between the various 

governments and their peoples, of the incoher- 

ence of views among the allies, of the strategy 

and tactics of the contestants on the ideological 

and economic fronts as well as on the seas and 

the land. He weaves together the strands of that 

complex fabric of international relations to un- 

derscore that the tension had not lessened by 

1799, that, on the contrary, suspicions and un- 

certainties in the European world situation were 
intensified. Lasting peace seemed farther away 
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than ever. The fears of old Europe, provoked by 
the penetration of revolutionary propaganda 
and the initial emotional responses of the popu- 

lace, had swelled into indignation, tempered by 

the hope of future liberation, over the advance 
of the republican armies and the brutal intro- 
duction of revolutionary institutions. 

It is not likely that any reader would serious- 

ly disagree with the shift in emphasis which 
Lefebvre makes in widening the frame of the 

French Revolution and with his insistence on 
the interdependence of domestic and foreign de- 
velopments. It is less likely that all readers 
would fully accept his evaluation of the motive 

springs of action of the revolutionists and their 
opponents or his estimate of responsibilities for 
key developments within the decade of conflict. 
It is understandable that Lefebvre, a man of the 

nondogmatic Left, should pay particular atten- 
tion to the defensive reflexes of the revolution- 
ists, that he should insist upon the romantic 
appeal to the French people of the ineptly im- 

plemented propagandist policy of the Girondins, 
that he should elaborate upon his profound con- 
viction that what fundamentally defeated the 

allies was the social conservatism of their ruling 

classes, the fear or the inability of the govern- 

ment to popularize or nationalize their war 
against the Revolution, lest by doing so they 

strengthened the reform movement at home. 

The readers’ philosophical and emotional 
loyalties, however, are equally “engaged,” to 

use the Sartrian term. Their assessment of the 

issues, methods, and consequences of that pro- 

tracted death struggle involves and brings in 

question their fundamental values in politics, 

culture, religion, and society. Their agreement 

with Lefebvre’s interpretations is not assured. 

They will differ widely on what he or any other 

historian says about the origins, nature, and 

morality of the Terror. What to this reader may 

seem an adequate and rounded explanation in 

terms of a complex of punitive will against coun- 
terrevolutionaries, ‘‘co-active governmental 

force,” and ultimately the desire of a small 

group within the government to keep power 

may impress another as lacking in sufficient em- 

phasis upon the totalitarian emotionalism of the 

coercion. 
That there will be degrees of endorsement is, 

of course, all to the good. It would be a poor 
book indeed, particularly on so crucial a subject 

as revolution, that did not impress itself enough 
on the serious reader to stir him to his depths. 
Of such a shortcoming Lefebvre’s volume is 
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manifestly clear. By its scholarship and its phil- 
osophical breadth, it will take its place as a no 

table contribution to our appreciation of the 
wider historical significance of the Revolution. 

It will be read as a rounded and eloquent pro- 

fession of faith. 

Leo GERSHOY 

New York University 

Napoleon Bonaparte. By J. M. THompson, hon- 

orary fellow of St. Mary Magdalen College. 

New York: Oxford University Press, 1952. 

Pp. xii-+-463. $6.00. 

A book by J. M. Thompson, the eminent Ox- 
ford scholar, is always an event. Over a period 
of twenty years or more, Thompson has pro 

duced a series of studies on the French Revolu- 

tion which have long since established him as 

the leading British authority in the field and one 

of the outstanding figures in that branch of his- 

torical endeavor in the world. In the present 
study he has turned his attention to Napoleon 
Bonaparte, the principal figure of the years im- 

mediately following the French Revolution. 

Published early in 1952 by Blackwell of Oxford, 

the book is now readily available to American 

readers through the Oxford University Press of 

New York. 

Thompson’s study of Napoleon is significant 

in many ways. It is the writer’s first major ef- 

fort in the field. It is the first extensive treat 

ment of the period in English since the appear 

ance of Geoffrey Bruun’s Europe and the French 

imperium (1799-1814) in 1938. It is the first 

work of the type by a British scholar since the 

publication of the revised edition of J. Holland 

Rose’s Life of Napoleon I in 1916. It would ap- 

pear, then, that the “apology” in the preface to 
the effect that “there cannot be too many like- 

nesses of a great man in the picture-gallery of 

history” is unnecessary. 

Whereas Bruun’s work was basically a syn- 

thesis of modern scholarship presented as a 

phase of European history, and Rose’s a bio- 
graphical analysis in a European setting, found- 

ed upon an extensive examination of a variety 

of primary sources, Thompson’s book combines 

biography of Napoleon and history of France 
and Europe in a critical narrative, based essen 
tially upon what the author considers the best 

evidence—-Napoleon’s correspondence. Begin- 
ning with a delightful description of Corsica in 
the year of Napoleon’s birth, the writer traces 
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the career of the little corporal to its close at St. 

Helena. Instead of following the traditional 

topical approach (e.g., “The Directory,” “The 

Consulate,” “The Empire’) Thompson has 

adopted a “geographical” pattern. Each of his 

fifteen chapters stresses a place prominent dur- 

ing a period of Napoleon’s life. Thus, chapter ii 

deals with “Toulon and Nice (1793-1795),” 

chapter iv is concerned with “Malta (1797- 

1798),” chapter viii with ‘France (1802-1804),”’ 

chapter xi with “Germany (1802-1810),” and 

chapter xiv with “Elba and Waterloo (1814— 

1815).”” The general theme is suggested by a 

prefatory observation that Napoleon’s greatest 

conquest “was not Europe but the French Revo- 

lution.” 

Like Thompson’s The French Revolution (Ox- 

ford, 1943; New York, 1945), the present work’ 

is fine prose and manifests to an even greater ex- 

tent than the earlier work the author’s literary 

skill in the art of condensing extensive detail 

and profound analysis into a minimum of space. 

Chapter after chapter, paragraph after para- 

graph, open with sentences which are gems of 

summation, masterpieces of provocation. In 
these days when too little attention is being 
paid in our own country to the art of writing his- 
tory, this book might well be made required 

reading tor every graduate student, to say noth- 

ing of every professor! 

Perhaps little really new information has 
been added that would be unfamiliar to those 
who have read the entire Correspondance; on the 

other hand, brilliant analyses of facts not ordi- 

narily presented and keen evaluations of men 
and events enhance the story greatly—for ex- 

ample, the possible factors influencing Bona- 

parte’s education (p. 13), his relations with the 

directors (p. 84), the impact of North Africa 
upon Europeans (pp. 121-22), Siéyés (p. 153), 
the Civil Code (p. 196), Napoleon’s correspond- 

ence (pp. 202-3), the Continental System (pp, 

244, 256-57), Rome in 1804 (pp. 278-79), Marie 

Louise (p. 331), and Napoleon’s death (pp. 434- 
35). Controversial matters receive due atten- 

tion, e.g., Napoleon’s attempted suicide in 1814, 

which Thompson accepts, though he passes 

over the long-standing epilepsy controversy; 

and “different” interpretations, such as his min- 
imization of the significance of the Peninsular 

War, add greatly to the value and interest of the 

work. 

Throughout the book the author consistently 

draws conclusions from evidence and expresses 
opinions based upon facts—in the preface he 
had stated that “it needs no philosophy of his- 
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tory to tell us that every historian has a point of 

view.” Yet at no point does his point of view be- 
come obtrusive, rather it takes the form of a 

variety of points of view. The concluding para- 

graph, citing Foch’s comment that Napoleon 
forgot that a man cannot be God, readily serves 

as an epitome of Thompson’s final appraisal. 

As in most writings, there are minor defects 

with which any reviewer might quarrel, e.g., the 

inclusion of French quotations without benefit 
of translation which could present a problem to 
many members of the vast army of amateur 

Napoleonic students, and the use of the term 

“ancients” rather than the more accurate 

“elders” for the upper house of the legislature 

during the period of the Directory. These are 

relatively few, however, and even a profusion of 
them could do little harm to so fine a book. Sev 

eral desirable features might have been added, 

and to the present reviewer three seem para- 
mount. First, Thompson might have ap- 
proached the problem through a comparative 

study of dictators and dictatorships, past and 
present, and an examination of the psychologi- 

cal factors which make dictators possible. Sec- 

ond, the story might have been supplemented 

by an analysis of the Napoleonic legend and its 

effects upon Europe. Third, although one may 

sympathize with the author’s reluctance to at- 

tempt anything in the form of a bibliography, 

yet the work would have been improved, had 

one been included. 
Certain physical differences between the 

American and English editions are worth not- 

ing. The English edition, pages xii and 411, was 

six by nine inches, was bound in purple cloth 
with gilt stamping, carried plain end-papers, 
was encased in a cream-colored jacket with 

green printing, was priced at thirty-five shill- 

ings, and bore the title Napoleon Bonaparte, his 

rise and fall. Further, it contained a preface, 
five illustrations, an appendix which provided a 
key to Napoleon’s Correspondance, and an in- 

dex; and the footnotes were placed at the end of 
each chapter. 

The American version, pages xii and 463, is 

larger—6} by 9} inches—is bound in light-blue 
cloth with silver stamping, contains map end- 
papers—blue on white, the front ones showing 

the evolution of France from 1789 to 1812 and 

the Egyptian and Italian campaigns, the back 
ones tracing Napoleon’s wars from 1805 to 1815 
—is enclosed in a tricolored jacket printed in 
black with a charcoal sketch of Napoleon on the 

front, is priced at six dollars, and is entitled 
simply Napoleon Bonaparte. The preface has 
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been altered (by omission), one of the illustra- 

tions (letter from Berthier, 1807) has been omit- 

ted, and the footnotes have been grouped to- 

gether at the back of the book. Since the work 

has been entirely reset on a larger page, the pag- 

ing is different from the English printing. This 

naturally necessitated new indexing, but, in- 

stead of using the author’s topics and changing 

only the page numbers, the American publishers 

have provided a completely new index. The ap- 
pendix remains unchanged and although the re- 

viewer has not collated the texts the body of the 

work does not appear to have been altered. 
These differences, however, are more than 

superficial. They assume special significance in 

view of the fact that many of the changes are 

not a credit to the author and all of them were 

made without his knowledge or approval—de- 
spite the fact that his name appears on the fly- 

leaf as holder of the copyright. For example, the 
bars of the tricolor on the jacket are horizontal; 

hence it is obviously not the French flag against 

which Napoleon’s profile is presented, but some 
other—the Dutch, perhaps? Again, although 

the English preface contained an adequate ex- 

planation of the absence of maps, the American 

publishers deleted this statement and substitut- 

ed the map end-papers, which, however decora- 
tive they may be, are scarcely adequate for the 

study of the period. In the index some of the 

author’s own items have been dropped to make 

room for some of doubtful validity, e.g., 

“Chambertin,” one of the wines used by Napo- 

leon on the Moscow expedition. 

Even if the contract covering American 

rights to this work permitted alterations, it 
would seem that common courtesy would 

prompt the publisher to consult the writer be- 

fore issuing the finished product. It appears fit- 

ting that such irresponsibility should be publi- 
cized in a journal of this type, partly to advise 
readers that the author was not to blame for the 

changes, but principally in the hope that pub- 

licity may prevent the recurrence of such poor 
practice. 

Joun HALL STEWART 

Western Reserve University 

Mito e realta della Spagna nelle rivolusioni ttali- 

ane del 1820-21. By GitorGio Sprint. Rome: 

Perrella, 1950. Pp. 183. L. 700. 

Giorgio Spini’s examination of the myth and 
reality of Spanish influence in the Italian revo- 

lutions of 1820-21 is valuable for its presenta- 

tion of new and interesting materials in support 
of familiar conclusions. The selection of previ- 
ously unpublished correspondence which the 
author prints and expounds in this study is 
taken from the Archivo historico nacional of 

Madrid and consists for the most part of reports 
made to the Spanish foreign minister by Luis de 

Onis, ambassador to Naples, Eusebio de Bar- 

daxi Azara, ambassador to Turin, and the lat- 

ter’s successor, as chargé d’affaires, José de 

Parada. No serious attempt is made in this work 
to improve upon the treatment of Spanish inter 

nal and foreign problems already presented in 
J. Becker’s Historia (Madrid, 1924) and the 

Marquis de Villa-Urrutia’s Fernando VII 
(Madrid, 1922), but very helpful sidelights are 

thrown upon the personal roles of the three en 

voys in the Italian events of 1820-21. 

So far as the myth is concerned, there is no 

doubt that the valorous example of Spain’s war 

against Napoleon established her as a romantic 

model for many Italians, serving to obliterate 

for them the historical overtones of anything 

called ‘‘Spanish” and providing—as the author 

reminds us—a psychological basis for these rev- 

olutions with their pronunciamientos, juntas, 

jefes, and vain faith in guerrilla. More than this, 

the power of the myth imposed the necessity of 

adopting the famous Constitution of Cadiz, 

“Palladium of human felicity and grandeur,” 

even though its contents were little known in 

Italy and its very name jeopardized, the exist- 

ence of the constitutional governments from the 
beginning. True believers in the myth went even 

further, however, and supposed that Spain 
could be relied upon not only for inspiration but 
for material aid in the support of other peoples 
who had seen the light and adopted the same 

charter of liberty. The disillusionment of the 

naive, which is the “reality” of Spini’s account, 

came of the fact that the Spaniards were them 
selves precariously divided and never in a posi- 
tion to renew the French challenge of 1792. So 

it was that Spain took refuge in a “politica dell’ 

appeasement” (p. 80), hoping to escape the fate 

of Naples and Piedmont. 
The letters published in this study confirm 

and amplify the influence usually accorded Luis 

de Onfs in his role of adviser and encourager of 

the Neapolitan revolutionaries, but they also 

show the near-impossibility of his having been 
an inciter of the movement. Bardaxi’s influence 

in the north is demonstrated to have been of a 

subtle aad indirect nature, being exerted in the 

direction of a general and conservative liberal] 



306 

ism in a circle of young “‘patricians.”’ This quiet 
pressure, tending, as he may have thought, to- 

ward a Charle Octroyée, was overtaken by a 

rapid conversion of Bardaxi’s circle to direct ac- 
tion and carbonarism, so that he was himself 

engulfed in the movement to the detriment of 

his later reputation. Those attracted by the 
career of Charles Albert or by the Piedmontese 

revolt as a whole will profit especially by Spini’s 
new light on Bardaxi and Parada. 

GEORGE T. ROMANI 

Northwestern University 

Republican ideas and the liberal tradition in 

France, 1870-1914. By Joun A. Scott, 

Ph.D. (‘Studies in history, economics, and 

public law” series, edited by the FACULTY OF 
POLITICAL SCIENCE of Columbia University, 

No. 573.) New York: Columbia University 

Press; London, Toronto, and Bombay: Geof- 

frey Cumberlege, Oxford University Press, 

1951. Pp. 209. $3.00. 

One of the foremost problems confronting re- 
publican theorists during the nineteenth cen- 

tury was that of reinterpreting the purpose and 

nature of republicanism within the framework 
of a society becoming increasingly industrial- 

ized. That the author of this volume has chosen 

to explore the period 1870-1914 is particularly 
pertinent in view of the close relationship of ex- 
tensive industrialization just prior to 1870 and 

the constitutional discussions immediately 

thereafter. Scott recognizes the severe strains 

imposed upon traditional beliefs and institu- 
tions by the appearance of new social classes, 

and he devotes approximately half of his volume 

to showing how changes in environment affected 

the theorists under consideration. 

The presentation of the social and political 
philosophies of Charles Renouvier, Emile 
Littré, Alfred Fouillée, and Léon Bourgeois is 

the most solid and useful part of this volume. 

There are also briefer treatments of several of 

their disciples, Marcel Marion, Henry Michel, 

Charles Secrétan, and Emile Faguet. A chapter 

is devoted to Georges Clemenceau in recognition 

of his contribution to the development of radical 
republicanism. 

Among the several modifications of republi- 
can theory accomplished after 1870, the most 

fundamental was concerned with the relation- 
ship of the state to the working class. In the 
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early decades of the republic, convinced repub- 
licans like Renouvier and doubtful ones like 
Littré both hesitated before the presumed 

threat of the proletariat. Both believed the re- 
public should be based upon universal suffrage, 
but both desired to entrust the leadership of the 

republic to a middle-class elite. Scott points out 
that these two theorists had been much less 

conservative in their thinking before they expe- 

rienced the ‘June days” and the Commune. 
Neither of them lost his appreciation of the dif- 
ficulties which beset the working class, but nei- 

ther would depart from laissez faire principles 
sufficiently to allow the state to do more than 

help the worker to help himself. A new trend in 

republican social philosophy set in, however, to- 

ward the end of the century. The doctrine of 

solidarité, developed by Fouillée and presented 

most attractively by Bourgeois, was proffered in 

justification of government intervention to 

solve labor problems; and it quickly became, ac- 
cording to the author, the dominant philosophy 

of the republic. This doctrine emphasized the 
dignity of the individual rather than the sanc- 

tity of private property, and the interdependen- 
cy of men in society rather than the rights of 

man against sogiety. It was designed to reconcile 
traditional liberal beliefs with a social welfare 

program; and it sought, by establishing the con- 

ditions which could alone justify the right of 

property, merely to limit, not abolsh, that 

right. 

In addition to this continuing problem, Scott 
considers briefly such topics as anticlericalism, 
the influence of Kant on Renouvier, Littré’s 

purging of Comte’s positivism, and Fouillée’s 

adaptation of social Drawinism. 
Scott is less successful in the difficult task of 

correlating theories with the realities of political 

life. His identification of jacobinism with the 

lower middle class (p. 37) runs counter to the 
evidence presented by Crane Brinton (The 
Jacobins [New York, 1930], chap. iii). That 

“royalism during this period [1815-70] discred- 

ited itself in the eyes of the mass of the people 

and thus made inevitable the approach of. . . 
republicanism” (p. 41) is contradicted by con- 
tinued royalist strength after 1870, which Scott 
does subsequently recognize. More serious is the 
overstatement of the immediate political ef- 
fectiveness of the doctrine of solidarité. Scott 
contends that the Radical-Socialist party offi- 
cially incorporated solidarité in its program and 
was sufficiently powerful to translate doctrine 
into law. Although many Radicals did advocate 
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application of solidarist principles, they did not 
command a majority in the legislature, and soli- 
darité had to await the Popular Front for appli- 
cation. Scott also neglects the vague popular 
form of solidarité which supporters of laissez 
faire could accept without change of principle. 
The labor legislation of the 1890’s, cited as evi- 

dence of the ‘‘neo-jacobin” victory (p. 158, n. 2; 
p. 182), was actually the work of conservatives 

(see David Thomson, Democracy in France 

{London, 1946], p. 55). 

That republican politics were not immedi- 
ately reoriented to conform to solidarité should 

not, however, be allowed to obscure the value of 

Scott’s enlightening presentation of the devel- 

opment of the doctrine. 

L. A. MINNICH, JR. 

Lafayette College 

Der nationale Kampf der Krimtuerken, mit be- 
sonderer Beriicksichtigung der Jahre 1917- 

1918. By Epice Krirmar. Emsdetten in 

Westfalen, Germany, 1952. 

The twenty million Turks in the Soviet Un- 

ion are only imperfectly known to the West, de- 

spite the fact that they inhabit nearly the whole 

length of Russia’s important Asiatic frontier 
and that they have a long record of resistance to 

Soviet colonialism. The Western reader must 

welcome the present work which constitutes the 

first attempt in a European language to depict 

in a scholarly manner the national movement 
of a major Soviet Turkic group. 

The author, who was closely associated with 

Crimean-Turkic émigré politics both before and 
during the second World War, has gone with re- 

markable thoroughness through the voluminous 

literature dealing with the political history of 

his people during the past half-century. Draw- 

ing on the personal reminiscences and corre- 

spondence of the leading figures in the move- 

ment, private and governmental archives, news- 

papers and periodicals, as well as most of the 

available monographic literature, he has suc- 

ceeded in presenting a detailed, comprehensive 

picture of the Crimean movement. A consider- 
able number of documents reproduced in the 

book are published for the first time. They 
throw a new light on the activities of Crimean 

nationalists before 1917, when they had their 

center in Constantinople; on the foreign rela- 
tions of the independent Crimean Republic in 
1917 and 1918; and on the German occupation 
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of the peninsula in the 1940’s. Kirimal has writ- 
ten a work which, in all likelihood, will remain a 

standard history of the Crimean-Turkic na- 

tional movement during the period of the Rus- 
sian revolution. 

The weakest parts of the book are those 
which deal with Communist activities in Cri- 

mea and, in general, with all those aspects of the 

history of modern Crimea which do not directly 

bear on the Tatar national struggle. This may 

be partly explained by the author’s lack of ac- 
cess to several essential Soviet works published 
in the 1920’s, especially M. F. Bunegin’s Revo- 

liutsiia i grazhdanskaia voina v0 Krymu [The 
Revolution and the Civil Warin Crimea |(Simfer- 

opol, 1927) and the monographs of V. I. Sovetov 

and M. Atlas. A study of these sources would 

have permitted the author to present a more 

profound analysis of Bolshevik tactics in Cri- 

mea, and especially of the alliance between the 

Communists and the left-wingers of the Cri- 
mean national party, the Milli Firka, which he 

lightly dismisses. But perhaps this shortcoming 

has deeper roots. It may be caused by the limi- 

tations of the historical approach employed by 

the author. Nationalism and national struggles 

are indeed powerful political phenomena, but 
they do not exhaust the various forms in which 

the life of a people or a region expresses itself, 
and they do not exist in a socio-economic vac- 

uum. The basic weakness of an approach which 

treats history exclusively from the viewpoint of 

a people’s struggle for national rights is that it 

oversimplifies the development of society, that 

it reduces complex historical evolution to a nar- 

row pattern. The reader of this work, for in- 

stance, is barely enlightened about the fate of 

those elements of Crimean-Turkic society which 

did not follow the national leaders or the non- 

Turkic peoples of the Crimea, who, after all, 

formed 75 per cent of its one million inhabitants. 

The Crimean Turks have suffered a tragic 

fate. Russian rule of their land has had disas- 

trous effects on the life of the indigenous popula- 
tion, beginning with the reign of Catherine II, 

when the Crimea was incorporated into the em 
pire. Soviet reconquest of the peninsula from the 

Germans during the second World War was fol- 

lowed by a total expulsion of the entire Turkic 

population, some quarter of a million strong, for 

alleged nation-wide collaboration with the ene 

my. This Soviet-type genocide throws a light 

not only on the political methods of totalitarian- 

ism, but also on the character of a regime that 

can be “betrayed” by the entire population of 
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one of its territories. According to unconfirmed 

reports presented in this work, those Crimean 

Turks who have survived the ordeal of expul- 

sion and forced marches are presently confined 
to concentration camps in the Sverdlovsk area 

of the Urals. Kirimal quotes sources indicating 

beyond doubt that the Nazis also planned to 

expel the population of the Crimea, including 
the Turks and Russians, in the event of a suc- 

cessful war, in order to resettle the area with 
German colonists. 

Kirimal has made a major contribution to 

the study of the national movement among 

Soviet Turks. It may earnestly be hoped that he 

and others with similar qualifications will arply 

themselves next to the study of other grourys, 

like the Volga Tatars, Azerbaidzhani Turks, or 

Central Asiatic Turks, knowledge of which is 

sadly deficient. 

RIcHarD E, Pipes 
Harvard University 

Les finances de la France et l’occupatien alle- 

mande (1940-1944). By PIERRE ARNOULT, 

inspecteur général des finances. With a pref- 
ace by PrERRE CARON, vice-president of the 

Commission d’Histoire de Occupation et de 
la Libération de la France. Paris: Presses 

universitaires de France, 1951. Pp. 399. Fr. 
800. 

In 1940 Germany could have stripped France 

of all her useful goods and machines; but the 

Germans made no such mistake. Instead, they 

left the French economy fairly intact and of- 

fered perfectly good francs for everything they 

wanted. The flimsy, varicolored bits of paper 
which rolled off the presses of the Bank of 

France proved to be quite satisfactory instru- 
ments of exploitation. 

This exploitation was carried on with every 
appearance of legality and ‘“‘correctness.”’ Vichy 
was bullied into paying a huge daily tribute for 

“occupation expenses.” The necessary tribute 
money was simply printed up by the Bank of 

France, which has provided France with legal 

tender since the days of Napoleon. German troops 

in France lived well, but they spent only a small 

fraction of the four hundred million francs per 
day which went into the account of the Mili- 

tarsbefehlshaber. The Nazis used the remainder 

to place orders with French factories, to build 
the Atlantic Wall and other military installa- 

tions, and to buy up all the French gold they 

could find. They also began to intrench them- 

REVIEWS OF BOOKS 

selves in the French business world by purchas- 

ing controlling blocs of shares in major corpora- 

tions. 

Pierre Arnoult’s book, based on Vichy docu- 
ments, is a valuable work on a fascinating topic. 

He has provided us with a lively account of the 
day-by-day negotiations between German and 

French armistice commissioners on economic 

and financial affairs. Unfortunately, Arnoult 

has limited his conclusions to observations on 

the cruelty and perfidiousness of the Germans 

and on the weakness—or worse—of the Vichy 

officials who dealt with them. He has not found 

it worth while to comment on the political and 

economic lessons to be drawn from German 
financial control of occupied France. He has 

failed, furthermore, to make comparisons with 

the experience of countries such as Greece, 
where the Germans deliberately wrecked the 

financial system. 

The astute manner in which the Nazis har- 

nessed the monetary machine in France must 

be reckoned as one of their outstanding suc- 

cesses. They carefully avoided measures which 
would have destroyed the confidence of the 

French in their own currency. On several occa- 
sions when the French armistice commissioners 

showed they felt they were being pushed too far, 

the Germans modified or dropped their de- 
mands. At the same time that they were pouring 

floods of currency into the French economy, the 
Germans were prodding Vichy into improving 

its price-control and rationing system so as to 

protect the purchasing power of the franc. They 
were determined that their goose continue lay- 

ing golden eggs of the proper weight and fine- 

ness. 

It is rather frightening to learn how simple it 

was for the Germans to get what they wanted 

from France. Arnoult did not intend to write 

a primer for conquerors. His book makes it 
plain, nevertheless, that in a conquered nation 

the richest prize of all, more valuable than 

mountains of gold or miles of factory installa- 

tions, is the central bank of issue. 

MARTIN WOLFE 

Wayne University 

Christian Democracy in Italy and France. By 

Mario Ernaupi and Francois GoGueEt. 
Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre 

Dame Press, 1952. Pp. 224. $4.00. 

The Christian Democratic party is the crea- 
tion of Catholics who hope to effect an accom-. 
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modation between the church and democracy 

.for the purpose of combating communism. In 

theory there is no reason why such accommoda- 

tion could not be achieved, since democracy is a 
secular derivation from (Protestant) Christiani- 

ty, and the church has been known to achieve 

accommodation with ideologies more alien by 

far. In contemporary Eire an amalgam, if not a 
synthesis, has been realized: Irish politics know 
no Christian Democratic party, for all Irish po- 

litical parties are at once Catholic and demo- 
cratic. 

Christian Democratic parties, so called, have 

rather emerged in Catholic countries where 

communism has become a serious threat. In 
France and Italy communism has assumed the 

role taken by Albigensianism and Waldensian- 

ism in the thirteenth century, that of expressing 
lower-class (and particularly urban) discontent 

with the prevailing social order. Like the mendi- 
cant orders of the thirteenth century, Christian 

Democratic parties are organizations, approved 
by the church after some hesitation, which in- 

corporate dangerous, if not heretical, ideas in 

the hope of undercutting the heretics. 

Christian Democracy in Italy and France, 

while largely descriptive in character, yet makes 

evident the strong feeling of the authors that 

the Christian Democratic movement is a hope- 

ful sign in an otherwise dismal continental fu- 

ture. They point out that Christian Democrats 

are more willing to surrender national sover- 

eignty to a European community than any 

other political group, while the Mouvement ré- 
publicain populaire is asserted to have saved 

France from civil war after 1945, by preventing 

a polarization of forces at the extremes, through 

collaboration with the Communists. 

Yet the authors must admit that Christian 

democracy has done nothing to reduce the 

Communist vote in either Italy or France. The 

heretics remain unashamed and in numbers un- 
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diminished. One reason for this crucial failure 

seems clear: though both parties have held oflice 

in the postwar period, neither has done much to 

carry out its program for basic social change. 
This fact is particularly impressive in the case of 
the Italian Christian Democrats, who have held 

office with a strong parliamentary majority for 

four years, a situation almost unprecedented in 
continental politics. 

The bald truth is, as the careful reader of the 

present slender volume will discern, that most 

Christian Democratic voters have not believed 
in the Christian Democratic program. They 

have voted the Christian Democratic ticket 

since 1945 because their traditional leadership 
had been discredited by Fascist participation 
or by collaborationist tendencies. The majority 

of these voters really prefer a regime far to the 
right of that proposed by Christian democracy, 

and, as occasion arises, they leave Christian 

democracy for a leadership and a program more 

to their liking. The formation of a Gaulliste po 

litical party in France at once reduced the fol 

lowing of the MRP by half, while the Italian 

election of 1953 promises at least the same fate 

for the party of De Gasperi. 
One trouble with Christian democracy, as a 

Catholic weapon for combating communism in 

Italy and France, is that there are far too few 

Christian Democrats. Had it not been for the 

Marshall plan, Einaudiremarks, the De Gasperi 

regime, for all its apparent electoral strength, 

would already have given way before a dictator- 

ship of the right. This is probably true. It fol- 

lows that any serious reduction of American aid 

will likely reveal the presently inflated character 

of the Christian Democratic party in Italy and 

reduce still further the role of the party in 
France. 

R. V. Burks 

Wayne University 
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histoire. By ROGER DE FLEuRIEv. Paris: Clav 

reuil, 1951. Pp. 308. 

La société militaire dans la France contemporaine, 

1815-1939. By Raour Grrarpet. (‘‘Civilisation 
d’hier et d’aujourd’hui” series.) Paris: Plon, 

1953. Pp. 338. Fr. 600. 

L’aventure de la force X. By Vick-AMIRAL GODFROY. 

Paris: Plon, 1953. Pp. 548. Fr. 1,200. 

AND NOTICES 313 

La situation des ouvriers de Vindustrie textile dans la 

région lilloise sous la monarchie de juillet. By 

ANDRE LASSERRE. Lausanne: Nouvelles Bi 

bliothéques de Droit et de Jurisprudence, 1952 
Pp. 271. Sw. fr. 16.75. 

Jean de Lattre, maréchal de France. Paris: Plon, 1953. 

Pp. 416. Fr. 900. 

Mémoires du prince de Talleyrand et ce qu'il n’a pas 

dit. Vol. I. By Paut Léon. Paris: Henri Javal, 
1953. By subscription (7 vols.). Fr. 42,000. 

Histoire des institutions du droit public francais, 
1789-1914. By GABRIEL LEPOINTE. Paris: Do- 

mat-Montchrestien, 1953. Fr. 2,600. 

La pensée économique en France depuis 1945. By 

ANDRE MARCHAL. (‘‘Bibliothéque de la science 

économique.”’) Paris: Presses universitaires, 1953 

Pp. 240. Fr. 700 

Zur Geschichte des fransdsischen Syndikalismus: 

geistige Krdfle der freien franzdsischen Gewerk- 

schaftsbhewegung in der Hiilfte des 20 
Jahrhunderts. By FUGEN Narr. Zurich: Europa, 
1953. Pp. 750. Sw. fr. 10.50. 

ersten 

The revolutionary movement in France, 1815-1871. 

By JouN PLAMENATZ. London: Longmans, 

Green & Co., 1952. Pp. 180. $3.25. 

John Plamenatz, a fellow of Nuffield College, 

Oxford, offers an informative account of the republi 
can opposition in France between 1815 and 1871, 
not of the ‘‘revolutionary movement” 

no such movement, as Plamenatz himself repeatedly 
asserts. The book is most rewarding when the author 

follows the republicans through the revolutions of 
1830, 1848, and the Commune or analyzes the rea 

sons why the republic eventually emerged as the 
regime that divided Frenchmen least. He dispenses 

almost completely with documentation and presents 
the story with few references to the economic, cul 

tural, or international scene. 
Had Plamenatz attempted to prove the existence 

of a ‘‘revolutionary movement,” he might have 

pointed to the tradition of the Great Revolution, 
upheld by factions ranging from ‘‘Girondist” to 
‘‘Babouvist”; he might have grouped them into a 

‘‘movement,” however incompatible its components 
He might also have termed ‘‘revolutionary move 

ment” the groups advocating the violent overthrow 
of the government; but this would leave him with 

the embarrassing presence of revolutionary Legiti 

mist and Bonapartist factions. He never decides be- 
tween these alternatives, but rather asserts: ‘‘The 

movement I call revolutionary might also be called 

republican” (p. 1). 
This confusion proves fatal, since the author dis- 

cusses ‘‘not the evolution of political theories, but 

the behavior of political movements” (p. 5). He is 
led to assert that ‘‘there was no theory of govern- 

ment and society to guide the revolutionaries of 1789 

for there was 
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to 1794” (p. xi) and that ‘‘the members of the Com- 
mittee of Public Safety were . . . just as much oppor- 
tunists as Napoleon himself” (p. 16). 

Precision is not Plamenatz’ forte: ‘“The Jacobin 
Club . . . was never a political party. . . . It was the 
nearest thing in France to an organized and central- 

ized political organization” (p. 9). The proposed 
confiscation of suspect property was ‘‘certainly not a 
socialist measure, for it was inspired by motives of 
political expediency” (p. 17). There are some risky 
assumptions, for example, ‘‘Patriotism in nine- 

teenth-century France ...has been at heart either 
Bonapartist or republican” (p. 28); there are also 
some confusing terms—Louis XVIII and Louis 

Philippe are called ‘‘Bourbons” (p. 161) and their 
adherents “‘royalists” (p. 109), and the author in- 
sists that Louis XVIII never reached Paris during 

the whole first Restoration (p. 19). 
One finds a possible reason for Plamenatz’ dis- 

inclination to examine ideas in his introduction: ‘‘I 
have tried to avoid the great error of the Marxists 

which is to search hard for the causes of things before 

they have looked carefully at the things themselves” 

(p. x). Plamenatz, looking only at ‘‘the things them- 

selves,” leaves us with an unmotivated ‘‘move- 

ment,” which he describes but cannot explain with- 
out analyzing its causes, theories, and aims. 

Dora BIERER 

Le franc: histoire d’une monnaie. By RENE SEDILLOT. 

Paris: Sirey, 1953. Fr. 1,600. 

Napoléon et ses marins: un aspect particulier de l’em- 
pereur. By A. THomAzi. Paris: Berger-Levrault, 
1953. Fr. 390. 

(Euvres de Maurice Thores. Paris: Editions sociales, 
1952. N.p. Fr. 380. 

Lettres inédites d son imprimeur Gabriel Cramer. By 
Vorrarre. Edited and with an introduction and 
notes by BrRNARD GAGNEBIN. (‘‘Textes lit- 
téraires francaises.”) Geneva: Droz, 1952. Pp. 
319. Sw: fr. 12. 

GERMANY 

Wirtschaftsgeschichte Deutschlands. Vol. 11, Vom Be- 

ginn des 16. bis sum Ende des 18. Jahrhunderts. 

By Hernricu Becutev. Munich: Callwey, 1952. 
Pp. 420. M. 22. 

Geschichte der politischen Parteien in Deutschland. 
By Lupwic BERGsTRASSER. 7th rev. ed. Munich: 
Isar Verlag, 1952. Pp. 337. M. 10.80. 

Danger spot of Europe. By ALAN HovGHTON 
Broprick. London: Hutchinson & Co., 1951. 
Pp. 192. 12s. 6d. 

The danger spot of Europe is western Germany 
because there the Red Army will first meet the 
armed forces of the West if the Soviet leaders should 

order an advance to the Rhine and if the Western 
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powers should offer armed resistance. The west Ger- 
mans could not, as they stood in 1951, well defend 

themselves and might not try very hard to do so. 

There is the startling substance of what an over- 

enthusiastic reviewer for the London Times called 
‘a remarkable book written by a shrewd observer of 

Germany.” The rest is trivia and trash. An an- 
guished German reader wrote to the Times in reply 
to its review: ‘‘It may be that we Germans aren’t 

always pleasant and possibly even, more often than 
not, rather disagreeable. But neither truth nor un- 

derstanding between our two peoples is helped by 
the publication of so wild a caricature of German life 
today.” 

This reviewer votes with the writer of the pro- 
test. ‘“The most damning caricatures,” writes the 

author (p. 113), ‘‘are the unintentional ones.” Quite 
so. Here is one. 

The book might better have been called ‘‘Ger- 
many revisited.” The author tells of trips to Ger- 
many before, during, and after the Hitler era and 

throws in what he remembers of his schoolboy his- 
tory or what was told him by his guides at castles 
or at cathedrals. With the zest of a perennial adoles- 
cent and the insatiable curiosity of a social anthro- 
pologist, he' relishes and reports or speculates on the 
visitor’s opportunity for gustatory delights or amo- 
reus adventure, and wonders whether people can be 
classified or categorized regionally, according to their 

morals or their manners. As to Germans, he can gen- 

eralize: ‘‘If you shout the right way in Germany you 
still often get what you want” (p. 158). He might 
have added that you still often find what you seek. 

German and French words are freely used, many 
of the former garbled or misspelled. Even the Eng- 

lish is slovenly. The title and timing may have sold 

some copies of this book in England in 1951; it will 

not live on its merits. 
CHESTER V. FAsuM 

Table talk, 1941-1944. By Apvotr Hitter. Trans- 
lated by NoRMAN CAMERON and R. H. STEVENS. 
With an introductory essay on the mind of Adolf 

Hitler by H. R. TreEvor-Roper. London: Wei- 
denfeld & Nicolson, 1953. Pp. 746. 30s. 

{ 
Scharnhorsts Vermdchtnis. By REINHARD HOHN. 

Bonn: Athendum, 1952. Pp. 387. M. 16.80. 

Die Verantwortlichkeit der Staatsorgane nach Vilker- 
strafrecht: eine Studie su den Niirnberger Proses- 
sen. By HANS-HEINRICH JESCHECK. (‘‘Rechtsver 

gleichende Untersuchungen zur gesamten Straf- 

rechtswissenschaft,” Vol. VI.) Bonn: Rdhr- 

scheid, 1952. Pp. 420. M. 35. 

Monarchism in the Weimar Republic. By WALTER H. 
KAvurMANN. New York: Bookman, 1953. Pp. 290. 
$4.00. 

Thomas Miinzer: die Seele des deutschen Bauern- 
krieges von 1525. By KARL KLEINSCHMIDT. Ber- 
lin: Kongress-Verlag, 1952. Pp. 132. M. 2.50. 
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Katharina von Bora, Martin Luthers Frau: ein 

Lebens- und Charakterbild. By ERNST KROKER. 
Berlin: Evangelische Verlag-Anstalt, 1952. Pp. 

281. M. 5.50. 

Stresemann: das deutsche Schicksal im Spiegel seines 
Lebens. By Hupertus FRIEDRICH PRINZ ZU 

LOWENSTEIN. Frankfort on the Main: Scheffler, 

1952. Pp. 356. M. 14.80. 

Thomas Miintser und seine Zeit: mit einer Auswahl 

der Dokumente des grossen deutschen Bauern- 

krieges. By ALFRED MEUSEL. (‘‘Klassisches Erbe 

aus Philosophie und Geschichte” series.) Berlin: 
Aufbau-Verlag, 1952. Pp. 336. M. 12. 

The return of Germany: a tale of two countries. By 
NORBERT MUHLEN. Chicago: Regnery, 1953. Pp. 

302. $4.50. 

Zwischen Petersburg und Washington: ein Diploma- 

; tenleben. By FRIEDRICH VON PRITTWITZ UND 

| GaFrron. Munich: Isar Verlag, 1952. Pp. 238. 

* M. 12.60. 

Die Hanse. By KARvU PAGEL. Brunswick: Wester- 
mann, 1952. Pp. 431. M. 24. 

Germany in power and eclipse. By JAMES KERR PoL- 

Lock and Homer L. Tuomas, with the assistance 

and collaboration of WiLLetT F. RAMSDELL and 

Oruers. New York: Van Nostrand, 1953. Pp. 
661. $10.00. 

Die Kronprinzessin Elisabeth Christine, Gemahlin 

Friedrichs d. Grossen. By Ernst Poseck. 6th ed. 
rev. and enl. Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlag- 

Anstalt, 1952. Pp. 470. M. 18.80. 

Friedrich. By Lupwic Reiners. Munich: Beck, 

1952. Pp. 362. M. 15. 

Frederick the Great. 

Geschichte und wirtschaftliche Bedeutung der ober pfal- 
sischen Eisenindustrie von den Anfiaingen bis sur 
Zeit des 30-jahrigen Krieges. By FRANZ MICHAEL 

Ress. Regensburg: Verlag des _historischen 

Vereins von Oberpfalz und Regensburg, 1950. 

Pp. 186. M. 8. 

Die Daily-Telegraph-A ffaire: Fiirst Biilow, Kaiser 
Wilhelm und die Krise des Zweiten Reiches, 1908. 

By WILHELM Scutsscer. (‘‘Géttinger Bausteine 
zur Geschichtswissenschaft,” Vol. IX.) Géttin- 

gen: Musterschmidt, 1952. Pp. 126. M. 7.80. 

Ernst Morits Arndt: der Vorkdmpfer fiir Einheit und 
Demokratie. By HERBERT Scurta. Berlin: 
Kongress-Verlag, 1952. Pp. 169. M. 250. 

Die Volksreformation des Thomas Miinser und der 
grosse Bauernkrieg. By H. M. Smrrin. Trans- 

lated from the Russian by HANs. NICHTWEISS. 
Berlin: Dietz, 1952. Pp. 676. M. 8.50. 
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Wallensteins Ende: Ursachen, Verlauf und Folgen der 

Katastrophe. By HEINRICH RITTER VON SRBIK. 
2d ed. rev. and enl. Salzburg: O. Miiller, 1953. 

Pp. 442. 92 schillings. 

Scharnhorst: Schicksal und geistige Welt: ein Frag- 

ment. By RupOLF STADELMANN. With a preface 
by Hans Rorures. Wiesbaden: Limes, 1952. 

Pp. 192. M. 6.80. 

Germany plots with the Kremlin. By T. H. TETENs. 

New York: Schuman, 1953. Pp. 281. $3.75. 

Die Reformationsgeschichte der Reichsstadt Regens- 

burg. Vol. IL. By LEONHARD THEOBALD. (‘‘Einzel 

arbeiten aus der Kirchengeschichte Bayerns,’ 
Vol. XIX.) Nuremberg: ‘‘Die Egge,”’ 1951. Pp. 

239. M. 7.50. 

’ 

Vierteljahrshefle fiir Zeitgeschichte. Vol. I, No. 1, 
January, 1953. Edited by HANS Rornure.s and 

THEODOR EscHENBURG. Stuttgart: Deutsche 

Verlag-Anstalt, 1953. Pp. 120. M. 6. 

Students of international relations and recent 
history will want to know of the publications of the 
Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte in Munich, Germany, 

Reitmorstrasse 29. Its significance on the German 

political scene today arises from its scholarly ap- 

proach to historical research, against a backdrop of 
whitewashing by many German authors who ration- 

alize their role in the Third Reich. 
The institute started operating in 1950 under a 

charter of the west German government. Although 

financed by the Bonn government and contributions 

by the German states, government control appears 

to be limited to the budget and the broad outlines of 
its scope of activities. These include establishment of 
archives and a library specializing on the Weimar 
Republic and the Third Reich; the preparation of a 
bibkographical guide and reference service; and the 

encouragement of research projects on German his- 
tory, 1917-45. Among the latter are relationship of 
wehrmacht and Nazi party until 1923, a sociological 
examination of the composition of Nazi party voters 

until 1933, elimination of trade-unions in the Third 
Reich, the Réhm Putsch, Nazi theory of education, 

and Nazi policy on Jews. 
The professional guidance of the institute is under 

the direction of an executive council of distinguished 

social scientists headed by L. Bergstraesser and con 
sisting of Hellmut Becker, L. Brill, H. Dehio, €. von 

Dietze, F. Hartung, E. Kaufmann, E. Kogon, 

T. Litt, G. Ritter, H. Rothfels, F. Schnabel, 

H. Speidel, B. Vollmer, and W. Winkler. The profes- 
sional staff is small at present and consists of four 

social scientists, with Helmut Krausnick as acting 

director. 
The first issue of the quarterly publication of the 

Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte, Vierteljahrshefle fiir 

Zeilgeschichte, appeared this winter, under the edi- 
torship of Hans Rothfels (now at the University of 
Chicago) and Theodor Eschenburg (at the Univer- 
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sity of Tiibingen), and the skilful stage-setting intro- 

ductions attest to a high standard of editing. 

In the introductory essay to the first issue, 
Rothfels affirms the need for study of what is almost 
contemporary in history and explores its problems. 
Helm. Speidel, a Reichswehr officer who was among 
those to receive clandestine training by the Red 
Army in Russia, throws light on an obscure ques- 
tion. Wilhelm Treue (Géttingen) presents an ac- 
count of the Nazi trade offensive in the Balkans, 
1933-39, and the reaction of the Western powers. 
Helmut Krausnick summarizes the evidence from 
biographies of Rommel which destroys the founda- 
tion of the claim of the neo-Nazis that their hero 
Rommel was opposed to a coup against Hitler. A 
series of documents deals with the assassination of 
General von Schleicher. A note‘on German archives 
and documents in Allied hands, in this issue, might 

have been more balanced, had it mentioned the as- 
sistance given by the United States high commis- 
sioner’s office and the state department to the late 
Dr. Mau, then director of the institute, to find ways 

and means to return this material’ or make it acces- 
sible to German scholarship. 

Students of the period will appreciate seeing the 
systematic bibliography found at the end of the vol- 
ume. Another bibliography, shortly to be published 
by Franz Herre under the auspices of this institute, 
will list publications which appeared between 1945 
and 1950, dealing with the second World War and 

recent history. : 

The acquisitions of the institute make it desirable 
for students of the Nazi period, even at this early 

stage, to observe its activities. The institute has 

developed a file of biographical data on five thou- 
sand persons and has been questioning surviving 
participants. Its depository includes the documents 

from the estate of General von Schleicher, and in its 
microfilm collection it has material from the estates 
of Generals Groener and Seeckt and some of Himm- 
ler’s papers. The value of these collections is greatly 
enhanced by a systematic card catalogue with a far- 

sighted cross-reference system and an exchange ar- 

rangement with the major German libraries. 

Eric H. Boru 

L’ Allemagne contemporaine sociale, politique, cul- 
turelle. Vol. 1. Le régne de Guillaume IT, 1890- 

1918. By EpmMonp VERMEIL. (‘‘Collection his- 

torique.”) Paris: Aubier, 1953. Fr. 795. 

Luther deutet Geschichte: Erfolg und Misserfolg im 
Licht des Evangeliums. By Heinz ZAHRNT. With a 
preface by Hanns Lijec. Munich: P. Miller, 
1952. Pp. 261. M. 10.50. 

Martin Luther und die Reformation im Urieil des 
deutschen Luthertums. Vol. Tl, Dokumente sur 

inneren Entwicklung des deutschen Protestantis- 

mus von Luthers Tode bis sum Beginn der Goethe- 
seit. By ERNST WALTER ZEEDEN, Freiburg i. Br.: 
Herder, 1952. Pp. 473. M. 20. 
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GREAT BRITAIN 

Bentham and the ethics of today: with Bentham manu - 
scripts hitherto unpublished. By Davin Baum- 

GARDT. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 

Press, 1952. Pp. 571. $9.00. 

The fate suffered by Jeremy Bentham, remem- 
bered almost solely as the father of utilitarianism 
and discussed exclusively in the context of his influ- 
ence on the education of John Stuart Mill, is not 
uniquely applicable to him. In more recent days 
there has been evidenced a wholesome tendency to 
study him in terms of his own conception of the 
proper method to be pursued in ethics, politics, and 
law, which were his central interests, as well as in 
fields which had for him a less primary importance. 
David Baumgardt, who had previously concerned 
himself with German ethical philosophy, especially 
that of Kant in its relation to his contemporaries on 
the European continent, found it necessary and de- 
sirable to give to such ‘‘metaphysical speculation 
...@ far more solid ‘positivistic’ substructure than 
has yet been found” (p. vii). Such a substructure, 
the author believes, may be discovered in Bentham’s 
‘critical method in ethics.” With such a purpose in 
mind, he subjects not only the most popularly 
known works of Bentham but also some of his earli- 
est writings, such as the Fragment of government, the 

Defense of usury, etc., to an analysis which is a com - 

bination of commentary on text and evaluation in 
terms of our contemporary discussion of ethics. Be- 
cause of what seems to the reviewer a revulsion on 
Baumgardt’s part from the Kantean conception of 
ethics, the latter tends to find in Bentham all the 

virtues which he found lacking in German idealism, 

and, as a result, although we gain a great deal of in- 

formation about Bentham and his style of thought, 
the odious comparisons often seem to be an adver- 
tisement rather than an analysis. It is difficult to dis- 
cern in this book the problem on the basis of which 
the comparison of Bentham with Kant, Mill, and 
contemporary ethical philosophers is a significant 
one. In the Critique of practical reason, without men- 
tioning Bentham, Kant argues that a utilitarian 

ethics requires a hedonistic calculus, in which quali- 
tative differences—introduced by John Stuart Mill 
—are inadmissible. As a consequence, to a thinker 
like Kant, for whom the hedonistic principles of 
Bentham would be destructive of morality, Bentham 
is logically consistent in his method, whereas Mill’s 

attempted emendation would have been regarded by 
Kant as logically impossible. Baumgardt, rather 
than examine the implications of a situation in 
which men with opposed principles can agree in 
their conclusions, discusses the Benthamite ‘‘moral 
arithmetic” in terms of the present status of meas- 
urement in empirical psychological investigations. 
Despite these strictures, let it be said that this book 
is a serious attempt to see Bentham in his own light 

rather than in terms of what traditional discussion 
has made of him. The unpublished manuscripts 
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printed in the appendix (pp. 549-71) are of great 
interest and show clearly that Bentham’s calculus of 
pleasure and pain is not the product of whim and 
dogma but a carefully considered device based on 

critical presuppositions. 
HERBERT LAMM 

A political memoir, 1880-1892. By JosEpH CHAM- 
BERLAIN. Edited from the original manuscript by 
C. H. D. Howarp. London: Batchworth, 1953. 
Pp. 340. 21s. 

Elisabeth I, reine d’Angleterre. By JACQUES CHAS- 
TENET. (‘‘Grandes études historiques” series.) 

Paris: Fayard, 1953. Fr. 650. 

A source book of Scottish history. Vol. I, 1424-1567. 
By WittrAmM Crort Dickinson et al. London: 

Nelson, 1953. Pp. 230. 10s. 

The navy in the war of William III, 1689-1697: its 
state and direction. By JoHN EHRMAN. New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1953. Pp. 733. 

$12.50. 

Religion and politics in mid-eighteenth century Angle- 

sey. By GWENLLIAN NestA Evans. Cardiff: Uni- 
versity of Wales Press, 1953. Pp. 251. 12s. 6d. 

The farmer’s tools, 1500-1900: the history of British 
farm implements, tools and machinery before the 
tractor came. By GEORGE EDWIN Fusse.v. Lon- 
don: Melrose, 1952. Pp. 246. 24s. 

The growth and fluctuation of the British economy, 

1790-1850: an historical, statistical, and theoretical 

study of Britain’s development. By Artuur D. 
Gaver, W. W. Rostow, and A. J. ScHWARTz, 

with the assistance of ISAIAH FRANK. 2 vols. Pre- 

pared under the auspices of the Columbia Uni- 
versity Council for Research in the Social Sci- 
ences. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1953. 

Pp. 1028. 84s. for 2 vols. 

Britain at arms: a scrapbook from Queen Anne to the 

present day. Compiled and with an introduction 
by Tuomas Giisy. London: Eyre & Spottis- 
woode, 1953. Pp. 361. 12s. 6d. 

The British parliament. By STRATHEARN GORDON, 
4th ed. rev. and enl. New York: Praeger, 1952. 

Pp. 240. $4.25. 

First published as Our parliament (London: 
Hansard Society, 1945). 

Salisbury, 1830-1903: portrait of a statesman. By 

Ausry Leo KenneEpDy. London: Murray, 1953. 
Pp. 409. 25s. 

The secret of Henry the Eighth. By Putte LinpsAy. 
London: Meridian, 1953. Pp. 188. 18s. 

Fear God and dread nought: the correspondence of 
admiral of the fleet, Lord Fisher of Kilverstone. 
Vol. I, The making of an admiral, 1854-1904. Se- 
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lected and edited by ArTHUR J. MARDER. Cam- 
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1953. Pp. 368 

$5.50. 

The rise of the revolutionary party in the English house 
of commons. By WriLuiAM M. MircHELL. New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1953. Pp. 212. 
$3.00. 

The history of British army signals in the second W orld 

War. By Major-GENERAL REGINALD FRANCIS 

HEATON NALDER. Aldershot: Royal Signals In- 
stitution, 1953. Pp. 377. 17s. 6d. 

Elisabeth I and her parliaments, 1559-1581. By JouN 

ERNEST NEALE. London: Cape, 1953. Pp. 434. 
25s. 

Queen Mary: her life and times. By MARGUERITE 
DoroTHEA PEAcocKE. London: Odhams, 1953. 

Pp. 128. 11s. 9d. 

Chatham. By J. H. Ptums. (‘‘Brief lives” series, Vol 

VII.) New York: Macmillan, 1953. Pp. 159. 
$1.75. 

Charles the First and Hull, 1639-1645. By Basit 
NorMAN Reckitt. London: A. Brown, 1952. Pp 
153. 15s. 

Cornwall in the age of the industrial revolution. By 
Joun Rowe. With an introduction by A. L 
Rowse. Liverpool: University Press of Liverpool, 
1953. Pp. 345. 20s. 

Das Russlandbild im England Shakes peares. By KArt 
HEINZ RuFFMANN. (‘‘Goéttinger Bausteine zur 

Geschichtswissenschaft,” Vol. VI.) Géttingen 

Musterschmidt, 1952. Pp. 185. M. 12. 

Lord Macauley. By Gites St. Ausyn. (‘‘Historical 
biographies” series.) London: Falcon, 1953. Pp 
111. 7s. 6d. 

Modern Scotland: a short history from 1707 to the 
present day. By JAMES ScorTLanp. London: Bell, 

1953. Pp. 260. 10s. 6d. 

Tudor prelates and politics. By Lacky BALDWIN 
SmitH. (‘‘Princeton studies in history,’ Vol. 

VIII.) Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 
Press, 1953. Pp. 318. $5.00. 

Political tracts of Wordsworth, Coleridge, and Shelley. 
Edited and with an introduction by REGINALD 
J. Waite. Cambridge: At the University Press, 
1953. Pp. 303. 30s. 

Portrait of Jane: a life of Lady Franklin. By Fran 
cEs J. Woopwarp. London: Hodder & Stoughton, 
1951. Pp. 382. 25s. 

IRELAND 

Public opinion and government policy in Ireland, 

1801-1846. By RoBert B. MCDowELt. (‘‘Studies 
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in Irish history,”’ Vol. V.) London: Faber, 1952. 
Pp. 303. 35s. 

ITALY 

Il dramma del Maresciallo Cavallero. By Caro 
CAVALLERO. Milan: Mondadori, 1952. Pp. 173. 
L. 1,000. 

Dieci anni perduti: cronache del partito Socialista 
italiano dal 1943 ad oggi. By PAoLo EmILiant. 

Pisa: Nistri-Lischi, 1953. Pp. 153. L. 300. 

1919-1945: inchiesta sul fascismo. By Fiv1a Gam- 
BETTI. Milan: Mastellone, 1953. Pp. 350. L. 900. 

I documenti diplomatici italiani. (8th ser., ‘‘1935- 

1939,” Vol. XIII.) Rome: Libreria della Stato. 

L. 1,000. 

The government of Sicily under Philip II of Spain: a 
study in the practice of empire. By H. G. KoEnIGs- 
BERGER. With a foreword by J. M. Batista 1 
Roca. New York: Staples, 1952. Pp. 220. $6.00. 

Giuseppe Fanelli nella storia del Risorgimento e del 

socialismo italiano. By A. LUCARELLI. Trani: 
Vecchi, 1953. Pp. 172. L. 500. 

Diplomatic relations between the United States and the 
Kingdom of the Two Sicilies. Vol. 1, United States 
ministers to the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies: in- 
structions and despatches, 1816-1850. Vol. II, 
United States ministers to the Kingdom of the Two 
Sicilies: instructions and despatches, 1850-1861; 
notes from the Neapolitan legation in Washington , 

D.C., to the United States department of state, 
1826-1861. Edited with an introduction and 
notes by Howarp R. MARRARO. Prepared under 
the auspices of the Columbia University Council 
for Research in the Social Sciences and the Casa 
italiana of Columbia University. New York: 
Vanni (Ragusa), 1951, 1952. Pp. 683+758. 

$35.00 for 2 vols. 

Opera omnia di Benito Mussolini. Vol. V, Dalla 
direzione dell’ ‘‘Avantit” alla vigtlia della! fonda- 
sione di ‘‘Utopia.”” Edited by Epoarpo and 
DuiLio SusMEL. Florence: La Fenice, 1953, Pp. 
414. L. 1,500. 

La politica degli stati Europet dopo la restaurazione 

e le spedisioni di Savoia negli anni 1831-1834. 

By C. D1 Nox, Citta di Castello: Dante Alighie- 

ri, 1952. Pp. 110. L. 500. 

Orientamenti per la storia d'Italia nel Risorgimento. 
By F. Perr, F. Cuasop, N. VALERI, D. DEMAR- 

co, and G. Luzzartro. Bari: ‘‘Amici della Cul- 

tura,” 1952. Pp. 180. L. 800. 

Carteggi di Bettino Ricasoli. Vol. V, 2 gennaio 1853— 
30 dicembre 1856. Edited by M. Nosri and 
S. CAMERANI. Rome: Instituto Storico per l’Eta 
Moderna e Contemporanea, 1952. Pp. 358. L. 
2,000. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY AND NOTICES 

Trenta anni di lotte dei communisti italiani, 1921- 

1951. By PAoto Rosotti and GIOVANNI PER- 
MANETTO. Rome: Edizioni di Cultura sociale, 

1952. Pp. 273. L. 450. 

L’asione cattolica: storia politica dal 1874 al 1904. 
By GABRIELE De Rosa. Bari: Laterza, 1953. 

Pp. 337. L. 1,700. 

La contea di Ventimiglia e la sua funzione storica. 
By F. Rostan. Borgo S. Dalmazo: Bertello, 
1952. Pp. 175. L. 1,200. 

Storia delle fanterie italiane. Vol. IV, Le fanterie 
italiane nelle conquiste coloniali. By EDOARDO 
ScaLa. A cura dello Stato maggiore dell’Esercito. 

Ispettorato dell’Arma di Fanteria. Rome: Tipo- 
grafica regionale, 1952. Pp. 610. L. 2,500. 

Cinque anni a Palazzo Chigi. By CARLO Srorza. 
Rome: Atlante, 1952. Pp. 588. L. 2,000. 

Il fascismo nella letteratura antifascista dell’esilio. 
By Craupio TREVES. Rome: Opere nuove, 1953. 
Pp. 162. L. 500. 

LOW COUNTRIES 

Bronnen publicaties. Het proces rauter. (Ministerie 
van Onderwijs, Kunsten en Wetenschappen, 
Rijksinstituut voor Oorlogsdocumentatie, ‘‘Pro- 

cessen” series, No. 5.) The Hague: Martinus 

Nijhoff, 1952. Pp. xxxvii+640. 

Bronnen publicaties. Het woord als wapen. (Ministerie 
van Onderwijs, Kunsten en Wetenschappen, 
Rijksinstituut voor Oorlogsdocumentatie, ‘‘Di- 

versen”’ series, No. 1.) The Hague: Martinus 

Nijhoff, 1952. Pp. 434. 

The Netherlands State Institute of War Docu- 
mentation in Amsterdam, whose latest monograph 

dealing with the Rotterdam razzia in 1944 has been 
reviewed in the Journal of Modern History (XXIV 
[1952], 439), has recently added two volumes to its 

source publications. One volume deals with the trial 
of Hans Albin Rauter, who combined the positions 
of higher SS and police leader (Héherer S.S. und 

Poliseiftihrer) and general commissioner for public 
safety (Generalkommissar fiir das Sicherheitswesen) , 

before the Netherlands special court in The Hague 
and the Netherlands special court of cassation. In 
his twofold capacity Rauter was a key figure in the 
German policy of terror in the occupied Netherlands. 
Certain aspects of international as well as Dutch 
law in his and in other trials of German war criminals 
will undoubtedly be discussed for a long time to 
come; but, in investigating and discussing the wide 

range of German offenses committed against the 

Dutch civilian population during the occupation, 

many indisputable facts which constitute raw mate- 
rial of prime importance for the history of the occu- 
pation have been established. 

A large part of the volume is in German, since 
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Rauter, who could understand Dutch but did not 

speak it fluently, defended himself in German, which 

needed no translation for the Dutch. At the end of 
the volume its content is conveniently summarized 

in 38 pages. An index of names mentioned in the 
volume would, however, have been desirable. 

The other volume comprises 126 articles (with 
English summaries), which have been selected from 

more than fifty thousand issues of Dutch under- 
ground papers now in the possession of the Nether- 
lands Institute for War Documentation. This an- 
thology, published under the title The word as a 
weapon, is a precursor of a volume soon to be pub- 
lished presenting a historical survey of the Nether- 
lands underground press from 1940 to 1945. The vol- 
ume has been prepared by Mrs. R. S. Zimmerman- 
Wolf. An English summary of her introduction 
stresses the significance of the underground press in 
the anti-German struggle and analyzes the political 
currents of the press. In selecting the articles from 
Geusenactie, De Geus, De Waarheid, Het Parool, Vrij 

Nederland, Je Maintiendrai and a few other papers, 
pioneer work has been done by identifying the 
writers, many of whom paid with their lives when 
arrested as intellectual leaders of the Dutch resist- 
ance movement. The directors of the Netherlands 
Institute did not exaggerate in calling this volume 

‘‘a monument aere perennius to one of the finest 
expressions of the moral strength of the Dutch 
nation.” 

Fritz T. EPSTEIN 

Regentessen der Nederlanden. Vol. 11, Maria van 

Hongarije. Part Il, Machteloos gezag. [Female 
regents of the Netherlands. Vol. II, Mary of 

Hungary. Part II, Authority without power.] By 
Dr. JANE DE IONGH. Amsterdam: Querido, 1951. 
Pp. 239. Fl. 5.50. 

This volume is the third in a series of three by the 
same author, the first dealing with Margaret of 

Austria, who preceded Mary of Hungary as regent 
of Emperor Charles V in the Low Countries, while 

the second delineates the latter’s early life in Hun- 
gary as the wife of King Lajos. In order fully to enjoy 
the third volume, the reader should be familiar with 

the events before the year 1531, when Charles ap- 
pointed his sister Mary as his regent. The volume 
naturally begins with this important appointment, 
and it ends with the tragic death of Charles and 

Mary in Spain. For twenty-four years the faithful 
regent performed an extremely difficult task amid 
numerous revolts, intrigues, and invasions by 

French armies. These dreadful years in the history 
of the southern Netherlands help explain the sudden 
rise of Holland to immense economic and political 
power. From 1531 to 1555 the southern provinces 
were frequently subjected to enormous tax levies, 
besides repeated destruction of thriving cities and 
extensive plundering by dissatisfied and poorly paid 
soldiers. 

During the last hundred years much attention 
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has been paid by European and American historians 
to the rise of the Dutch republic. Now the time has 
come for a scholarly exposition of such unpleasant 
episodes as the decline of Ghent and Bruges; the 

sufferings of unarmed peasants throughout the 

southern regions; the fatal errors committed by 
Charles; and the loss of commercial enterprises to 
the south of the great rivers long before Amsterdam 

forced the government of the Dutch republic to close 
the port of Antwerp, which from 1520 to 1576 sur- 
passed all its rivals. Contrary to the views of some 
leading experts, the narrative by our learned and 

gifted writer indicates that the sixteenth century 

differed very little from the fifteenth or the four- 
teenth. Revolution and warfare were more wide- 
spread after 1500 than before that date. Religious 
bigotry reached heights perhaps never attained ear- 
lier. Notwithstanding the efforts of Erasmus, intoler- 

ance and crime flourished mightily. Thousands of 

superstitious inhabitants in the Low Countries 
joined the hordes of men and women who founded 

the New Jerusalem in Westphalia (p. 64). Henry I 
of France was just as eager as Francis I had been 
before him to ally himself with the Turks against the 
emperor in Germany (p. 208). Henry VIII of Eng- 
land seemed unaware of the moral improvement 
forced upon various monarchs by Martin Luther 
and his aids (pp. 82-84). Horrible was the manner in 
which Charles V punished his adversaries in Ghent 
and deprived this bulwark of political liberties of its 
most precious possessions. The city never recovered 
from this blow (pp. 107-22). One reason why Charles 
willingly abdicated in 1555 and 1556 was his natural 
inclination to foster autocracy, another was his bad 

health, and still another was a mysterious fear that 
his son Philip might want to cause his death through 

poisoning (pp. 250-51). Mary of Hungary on many 
occasions requested that she be relieved of her dif- 

ficult task; but, each time, her brother persuaded her 

to remain a little longer. As soon as Philip had been 
accepted as the ruler of the Low Countries, however, 

Mary explained in a long letter that now she would 
absolutely refuse to remain regent (pp. 252-56). 

ALBERT HyMA 

Georgius Cassander en Zijn oecumenisch streven. 
{Georgius Cassander and his ecumenical efforts. | 

By Dr. Marta E. Notte. With an English sum- 

mary. Nijmegen: Dekker & Van De Vegt, 1951. 
Pp. 254. Gu. 7.90. 

George Cassander was one of the numerous hu 

manists in the southern Netherlands who had been 
taught in the famous College of the Three Languages 

connected with the University of Louvain. Beatus 
Rhenanus said of this college that humanists 

emerged from the institution just as the Greek sol 

diers who took Troy came out of the Trojan war horse 
as warriors with full equipment. Cassander als owed 
a great deal to Erasmus, whose influence was ‘‘so 

great that not a single figure in northern humanism 
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remained outside it” (p. 39). Equally impressive 
was the effect of the Devotio moderna. ‘‘This move- 
ment had originated in the Netherlands, and its 

chief motivating force was the inner sanctification 

through the imitation of Christ in humility and self- 
denial. ... Over against secular learning, Gerard 

Groote and his followers adopted an attitude of sus- 
picion; scientific investigation is worthless and even 
dangerous” (p. 36). Here the author quotes a verse 
from The imitation of Christ, assuming erroneously 
that the anti-intellectualism of Thomas 4 Kempis 
was shared by his teachers in Deventer. Such reason- 

ing has in recent years been prevalent at the Catho- 
lic University of Nijmegen, much to the detriment 
of the students in the theological faculty. Instead, 
they should have been taught that Gerard Groote 

and Gerard Zerbolt were by no means afraid of 
scholarship but that the humble Thomas 4 Kempis, 
after having left the Brethren of the Common Life 
and joined the Augustinian Canons Regular, wrote 
against scientific studies. 

Humanism in the Low Countries was different 
from that in Italy, because in the north it was not 

popular to express contempt and hatred of the 
higher clergy. Adverse criticism came frequently 
from the pens of ‘Erasmus and his satellites, of whom 
Cassander was a leading figure, but not the biting 

words common to men like Lorenzo Valla and the 
immoral Poggio. Consequently, Cassander, like 

Erasmus, turned from a burning love for classical 

learning to ecclesiastical reform, combined with the 

proper use of classical Latin and Greek. In this man- 
ner the northern Renaissance profoundly enriched 
the civilization of western Germany and the Low 
Countries, while northern France also shared in this 

fruitful work. The author is somewhat mistaken, 

however, in believing that the English humanists, 

rather than those of the Netherlands and West- 
phalia, were largely responsible for the attitude dis- 
played by Erasmus and the men who were taught 

at the College of the Three Languages. Cassander’s 

attempt to bring about a reconciliation between the 
Roman Catholics and the Protestants is a reflection 
of the wholesome atmosphere engendered by Eras- 
mus and his cohorts (pp. 82-83). They realized that 
the two great parties to the right and left of them 

needed more tolerance and more charity. Cas- 
sander’s career played a noble part in this direction, 

and it was certainly high time that a scholarly biog- 

raphy made its appearance. The author is to be con- 
gratulated on her efficient volume, which contains a 
good index, something that is rather uncommon in 

works of this sort published in the Netherlands. The 
bibliography, however, is spotty and the documenta- 
tion faulty in a few places. 

ALBERT HyMA 

Les carnets de guerre d’ Albert I®, roi des belges. Ed- 

ited by GENERAL R. VAN OVERSTRAETEN. Paris: 
Dessart, 1953. Pp. 212. Fr. 750. 
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SPAIN AND PORTUGAL 

Tres ambajadores de Felipe II en Inglaterra. By 
MANUEL FERNANDEZ ALVAREZ. Madrid: Insti- 
tuto Jerénimo Zurita, 1951. Pp. 319. 

Espana y los tiltimos Estuardos. By MARIA JOSEFA 
Carpio. With a preface by CAYETANO ALCAZAR. 
Madrid: Facultad de Filosofia y Letras, Se- 

minario de Historia moderna, 1952. Pp. 314. 
Pes. 90. 

Godoy: master of Spain, 1792-1808. By Jacques 
CHASTENET. Translated by J. F. Huntrncton. 
London: Batchworth, 1953. Pp. 251. 16s. 

Lo que Espana debe a la masoneria. By Epuarpo 
Comin CoLomBer. (‘‘Libros de actualidad polf- 
tica” series, Vol. IV.) Madrid: Editora nacionale , 

1952. Pp. 172. Pes. 40. 

El reinado relémpago: Luis I y Luisa Isabel de 

Orléans (1707-1742). By Atronso DANVILA. 
Madrid: Espasa-Calpe, 1952. Pp. 458. Pes. 75. 

Mouvements ouvriers et socialistes: l’ Espagne, 1750 

1936. By R. LAMBERET. (‘‘Mouvements ouvriers 

et socialistes” series.) Paris: Ouvriéres, 1953 

N.p. Fr. 645. 

Correspondencia entre dos embajadores: Don Pedro 
Ronquillo y el Marques de Cogolludo, 1689-1691 . 
Edited by the DuKE or MAuraA. 2 vols. Madrid: 
Real Academia de la Historia. 

El Conde-Duque de Olivares: la pasién de mandar 
By GREGORIO MARANON PosapILLo. 3d ed. rev. 
and enl. Madrid: Espasa-Calpe, 1952. Pp. 530. 
Pes. 150. 

history of Portugal. By CHARLES E. NOWELL. 
New York, London, and Toronto: D. Van 

Nostrand, 1952. Pp. 250. $4.50. 

The recent revival of interest in Portugal result- 
ing from the strategic importance of the mainland 
and the Azores has produced two historical surveys, 
H. V. Livermore’s History of Portugal (Cambridge: 
At the University Press, 1947) and Nowell’s volume. 
The two surveys are complementary: whereas Liver- 
more is concerned primarily with the facts, Nowell 
strives to transfer his avowed enthusiasm for Por- 
tuguese history to the printed page. Livermore, 
utilizing the research of the intervening half-cen- 

tury, brought the facts of Henry Morse Stephens’ 
Story of Portugal (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons; 
London: T. Fisher Unwin, 1891) up to date; Nowell 
modernized Stephens’ interpretation. The student 
and the general reader will find Nowell’s volume 
more useful; the scholar will revert to Livermore’s 
survey. All three would do well to go back, if they 
can find a copy, to the ancestor of the modern ver- 
sion, 

ALAN K. MANCHESTER 
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A catalog of the William B. Greenlee collection of 

Portuguese history and literature and the Portu- 

guese materials in the Newberry Library. Compiled 

by Doris VARNER WELSH. Chicago: Newberry 

Library, 1953. Pp. 260. $3.00. 

William Brooks Greenlee, of Chicago, has ex- 

pended time and money for many years to make his 
Portuguese collection the most complete of its kind 
in the world. This goal was probably reached long 
ago, but the collection continues to grow. Now 

housed in the Newberry Library in Chicago, the 

Greenlee materials are open and available to all who 
care to use them. The present catalogue, competent- 
ly prepared by Doris Varner Welsh, will be valuable 
in letting prospective investigators know just what 
is to be found in the magnificent collection. Nearly 
six thousand distinct bibliographical items are in- 
cluded, many of them multivolume sets or com- 

pilations. The catalogue, which has both a table of 
contents and an adequate index, is very easy to use. 

Greenlee’s personal interest has always lain in 
Portuguese and Brazilian history, and the collection 
naturally reflects that interest. Nevertheless, all 
subjects auxiliary to history are adequately repre- 
sented. Naturally, most of the works are in Portu- 

guese, but every major European language is to be 

found in the collection. 
The principal fault to be found with a Greenlee 

catalogue, as Mrs. Welsh says in her introduction, is 

that the library grows so rapidly that any résumé of 
its contents is bound to be slightly out of date by the 
time of publication. There seems no remedy for this, 
and the small handicap is one that we Luso-Bra- 
zilian addicts will face with the best of cheer. 

CHARLES E. NOWELL 

SWITZERLAND 

Une famille genevoise: les Cramer: leurs relations avec 

Voltaire, Rousseau et Benjamin Franklin-Bache: 

documents inédits. By LUCIEN CRAMER. Geneva: 

Droz, 1952. Pp. 104. Sw. fr. 10. 

Kaspar Decurtius, der Liwe von Truns. By KAR 

Fry. 2 vols. Zurich: Thomas, 1952. Pp. 501. 

Sw. fr. 20. 

Swiss Catholic social reformer of late nineteenth 

and early twentieth centuries. 

Die Rechtsstaatsidee im schweizerischen Staatsdenken 

des 19. Jahrhunderts: unter Berticksichtigung der 

Entwicklung tm englischen, nordamerikanischen , 

fransisischen und deutschen Staatsdenken. By 
FERNANDO GARzONI. Zurich: Polygraph, 1953. 
Pp. 233. Sw. fr. 11.45. 

L’escalade de Genéve, 1602: histoire et tradition. By 
PauL FrREDERIC GNEISENDORF, HENRI GRAND- 

JEAN, and BERNARD GAGNEBIN, Geneva: Jullien, 

1952. Pp. 557. Sw. fr. 25. 
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Nation und Geschichte im bernischen Denken: vom 

Beitrag Berns sum schweiserischen Geschichts- und 

Nationalbewusstsein. By HANS VON GREYERZ. 
Bern: H. Lang, 1953. Pp. 333. Sw. fr. 25. 

Bibliographie der Schweizergeschichte: Bibliographie 

de l'histoire suisse. Edited by WILLY VONTOBEL 

and LucrENNE MEYER for the Allgemeine ge 

schichtsforschende Gesellschaft der Schweiz. 

Zurich: Leermann, 1951. Pp. 158. Sw. fr. 10. 

Der schweizerische Bauernkrieg, 1653, und die seit 

herige Entwicklung des Bauernstandes. By HER 

MANN WAHLEN and Ernst Jaccr. Bern: Ver 

bandsdruckerei, for the Okonomische und ge 
meinniitzige Gesellschaft des Kantons Bern, 

1952. Pp. 198. Sw. fr. 13.50. 

SCANDINAVIA 

Socialdemokratien och kyrkan, 1881-1890. [Social 

democracy and the church.] By Bernpt Gus 

TAFSSON. (‘‘Samlingar och studier till Svenska 

kyrkans historia,” Vol. XXX.) Stockholm: 
Diakonistyrelse, 1953. Pp. 420. Kr. 27 (paper) 

This doctoral dissertation from Lund indicates 

training in two fields and is a significant attempt to 

combine two methods: the historian is likely to think 
it is essentially sociology, while the sociologist may 

think it is primarily history. As the author argues, 
however, it is essentiai for the historian who is inter- 
ested in causation to apply occasionally the tech- 
niques of sociological investigation. Materials have 

been gathered from the archives of many local 
churches and from those of the labor movemeni. 
The evidence here includes twenty-nine charts ind 
diagrams, ninety-three tables, and a nineteen-page 

English summary which makes the whole work use 
ful to a broad group of readers. The major points of 

the thesis can be briefly stated: a negative attitude 
toward the church preceded the rise of social democ- 
racy; shattered hopes of the workers and increasing 
social stratification widened the breach, especially 
as the ministers identified themselves with the upper 
classes; social democracy gave workers the sense of 

status which they had lost in the church. Proof of 
this analysis is found in the fact that there was, 

among the workers, more a rapid falling-off in at 
tendance at communion and other social activities of 

the church than a rejection of the church in connec 
tion with burials and baptisms and marriages, which 
were more individual or small-group affairs. Social 
democracy was also much less antagonistic to the 

dissenting churches than to the state church. 

FRANKLIN D. Scott 

Gustavus Adolphus: a history of Sweden, 1611-1632. 
Vol. I, 1611-1626. By MicwHakv Roserts. Lon- 
don: Longmans, Green, 1953. Pp. 585. 63s. 
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The heart of Norway: a history of the central provinces. 
By Frank Noet Stacc. With a foreword by the 
BisHop or TRONDHEIM. London: Allen & Unwin, 
1953. Pp. 194. 18s. 

POLAND AND THE BALTIC 

La Pologne de Pilsudski: souvenirs d’une ambassade, 

1926-1935. By Jutes Larocne. Paris: Flam- 
marion, 1953. Pp. 240. Fr. 600. 

La Pologne d’une occupation al’autre, 1944-1952. By 

JEAN MALARA and Lucrenne Rey. Paris: 
Fuseau, 1953. Pp. 376. Fr. 750. 

The History of the Estonian people. By EvaLp Uusta- 
Lu. London: Boreas, 1953. Pp. 266. 21s. 

Maamme itsendistymisen vuosilta. [From the years 
when our country became independent.] By 

K. G. Ipman. Helsinki: Séderstrém, 1953. Pp. 
359. F.M. 750. 

The memoirs of a well-known Finnish diplomat, 

covering the important years during which Finland 
achieved independence. 

Armee in der Arktis. By HERMANN Hotter. Bad 
Nauheim: Podzun, 1953. 

The chief of staff of the German forces in north- 
ern Finland during 1944-45 agrees with Waldemar 

Erfurth that German-Finnish military operations 
were handicapped by divided command, faulty 
liaison, and the Finnish disposition to view military 
iatters in political perspectives. 

Suomen kansallisteatteri 1902-1917. [The Finnish 

national theater, 1902-17.} By RAraEL Koskr- 
miES. Helsinki: Otava, 1953. Pp. 471. F.M. 950. 

A distinguished literary historian adds a fifteen- 
year span to the detailed history of the national 

theater, a work launched by Eliel Aspelin-Haapa- 
kyla. 

Suomen vuoritoimi 1809-1884. [Finnish mining ac- 

tivity, 1809-84.] By Eevert Larne. Forssa: Fin- 
nish Historical Society, 1952. Pp. 570. F.M. 
1,500. 

The third and concluding volume of a definitive 

study of an important phase of Finland’s economic 
history. 

Kauppahuone Hackman 1790-1879. [The business 
firm of Hackman, 1790-1879.) By Ornutr 
TiGERSTEDT. Helsinki: Séderstrém, 1953, Pp. 
752. F.M. 1,100. 

The second volume in a detailed history of the 
enterprise headed by Johann Friedrich Hackman, 
which played an important role in developing the 
sawmill-paper industries of southeastern Finland. 

Siirtovien sopeutuminen: tutkimus suomen karjalai- 
sen siirlovien sosiaalisesta sopeutumisesta. [The 
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adjustment of the transferred population: a study 
of the social adjustment of the Finnish Carelian 
transferred population.| By Herkk1 WARIS and 
Oruers. Helsinki: Otava, 1953. Pp. 400. F.M. 
800. 

A revealing study of how Finland absorbed some 
four hundred thousand Carelian refugees. 

Joun I. KoLEHMAINEN 

RUSSIA 

The political philosophy of Bakunin: scientific anarch- 
ism. Compiled and edited by G. P. MAxrmorr. 
With a preface by Bert F. Hoseitz, an intro- 
duction by RupoLr Rocker, and a biographical 
sketch of Bakunin by MAx MeEtTLAv. Glencoe, 
Ill.: Free Press, 1953. Pp. 424. $6.00. 

The Bolshevik revolution, 1917-1923. Vol. Ill. By 
Epwarp HaAtiett Carr. (‘History of Soviet 
Russia” series.) London: Macmillan, 1953. Pp. 
614. 36s. 

Can Russia survive? An examination of the facts and 
figures of Soviet reality. By F. B. CzARNOMSKI. 
New York: Philosophical Library, 1953. Pp. 126. 
$2.75. 

According to the publisher’s blurb, five leading 

London publishers turned this book down. A pity 
such unanimity could not prevail. 

The real Stalin. By Yves DELBaARS. Translated by 
BERNARD MIALL. London: Allen & Unwin, 1953. 

Pp. 440. 25s. 

Oxford Slavonic papers. Vol. I11. Edited by S. Kono- 
vaLov. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1953. Pp. 152. 
12s. 6d. 

Lénine en Suisse. By MAURICE PIANZOLA. With a 

preface by ANDRE BONNARD. (‘‘Textes suisses”’ 

series.) Geneva: Librairie nouvelle, 1952. Pp. 

228. Sw. fr. 5.75. 

Predigt der russisch-orthodoxen Kirche: Wesen, Ge- 
stalt, Geschichte. By KAR Rose. Berlin: Evange- 
lische Verlag-Anstalt, 1952. Pp. 231. M. 6.50. 

Minerals: a key to Soviet power. By Demitri B. 
SHIm™MKIN. (‘Russian Research Center studies,” 

No. 9.) Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
1953. Pp. 432. $8.00. 

The end of a revolution: Soviet Russta—from revolu- 
tion to reaction. By Fritz STERNBERG. Translated 
from the German by Epwarp FitTzGERALD. Lon- 
don: Gollancz, 1953. Pp. 191. 12s. 6d. 

Der dialektische Materialismus: seine Geschichte und 

sein System in der Sowjetunion. By Gustav 

ANDREAS WETTER. Freiburg i. Br.: Herder, 1952. 

Pp. 647. M. 28. 
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BALKANS AND NEAR EAST 

Crete: a case study of an underdeveloped area. By 
LELAND G. ALLBAUGH, with the editorial assist- 

ance of GEORGE SOULE. Princeton, N.J.: Prince- 

ton University Press, 1953. Pp. 566. $7.50. 

The emergence of modern Egypt. By JoHN S. BADEAU 
and RicHarp H. Notte. (‘‘Headline series,”’ No. 

98.) New York: Foreign Policy Association, 1953. 

Pp. 64. $0.35. 

Israel. By NorMAN Bentwicu. (‘‘Nations of the 
modern world” series.) New York: McGraw-Hill, 

1952. Pp. 224. $3.75. 

The author, in 1933, wrote a book on Palestine for 

the same series. The present version sets out pri- 
marily to describe the revolutionary change that has 
taken place in the political, economic, social, and cul- 
tural life of the area in the establishment of the new 
nation of Israel. 

Tito. By Viapimir DepijER. New York: Simon & 

Schuster, 1953. Pp. 450. $5.00. 

(Euvres choises. By GEORG Dimitrov. With a pref- 
ace by Maurice Tuorez. Paris: Editions so- 
ciales, 1952. Pp. 309. Fr. 450. 

Rumdniens Weg zum _ Satellitenstaat. By Ion 

GHEORGHE. [Lizenzausgabe]. Wels: Welsermiihl, 

1952. Pp. 444. 88.80 schillings. 

Challenge to the Kremlin. By Harry HopGKINsoN. 

New York: Praeger, 1952. Pp. 200. $2.75. 

An interpretive discussion about the phenomenon 
of Yugoslavia in the Soviet galaxy by an author who 
had wartime experience with Tito’s partisans. There 
is some tendency to conclude that Tito was inevi- 

tably impelled to the right course of action through- 

out his career, but the book provides a valuable and 

impressive reminder that there is a prewar and a 
wartime Yugoslavian background to Tito’s regime 

that make some of its actions, if not inevitable, very 

logical. 

Carol IT und Madame Lupescu. By JOACHIM VON 
REICHEL. Bonn: Athenium, 1952. Pp. 242. M. 
12. 

Die Tiirkei auf dem Weg nach Europa. By FriepRicu 
VON RuMMEL. Munich: Rinn, 1°52. Pp. 177. 
M. 14.80. 

Saudi Arabia: with an account of the development of its 
natural resources. By K. S. TwitcHE Lt, with the 

collaboration of Epwarp J. Juryr. 2d ed. Prince- 

ton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1953. Pp. 
220. $5.00. 

Revised to cover developments from 1946 
through 1952. (A review of the first edition ap- 
peared in the Journal of Modern History, XX {1948}, 

262-63.) 

AND NOTICES 

MIDDLE EAST 

Challenge and response in the Middle East: the quest 

for prosperity, 1919-1951. By HrpLey VICARS 

Cooke. New York: Harper, 1952. Pp. 379. $4.00. 

FAR EAST 

Vao Tse-tung, 1921-1945. By 

M. Cuassin. Paris: Payot, 1953. 
L’ascension de 

GENERAL L. 

Fr. 750. 

Chinese thought from Confucius to Mao Tse-tung. By 
HERRLEE G. CREEL. Chicago: University of Chi 

cago Press, 1953. Pp. 274. $5.00. 

China’s gentry. By Hstao-TUNG FEI and YUNG-TEH 

Crow. With an introduction of Roperr RED 
FIELD. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 

1953. Pp. 296. $5.75. 

The rise and splendour of the Chinese empire. By 
RENE Grousset. Translated by ANTHONY WAT- 

son-GANDY and TERENCE GorDON. Berkeley and 

Los Angeles: University of California Press, 
1953. Pp. 302. $6.00. 

Missionary influence as a political factor in the Pacific 
islands. By AARNE A. KOSKINEN. (‘‘Suomalaisen 
Tiedeakatemian Toimituksia: Annales Academiae 

Scientiarum Fennicae,” Sarja-Ser. B. Nide-Tom. 

78, 1.) Helsinki: Academia Scientiarum Fennica, 

1953. Pp. 256. 

The struggle for new China. By SOONG CHING-LING. 

Peking: Foreign Languages Press; London dis 

tributors: Collett’s Holdings, 1953. Pp. 398. 5s. 

Mme Sun Yat-sen’s speeches, 1927-52. 

Southeast Asia and the coming world. Edited by 

Puivie W. THAYER. With an introduction by 
WitirAmM O. DovucGtas. Baltimore, Md.: Johns 

Hopkins Press, 1953. Pp. 296. $4.75. 

Money and credit in China: a short history. By Lien 

SHENG YANG. (‘‘Harvard-Yenching Institute 

monographs” series, No. 12.) Cambridge: Har- 
vard University Press, 1952. Pp. 143. $4.00. 

Le destin de l’Indochine: souvenirs et documents, 

1941-1951. By G. SaBattier. Paris: Plon, 1953. 

Fr, 990. 

L’ économie communaliste du Viéi-Nam. By Vu Quoc 
Tuc. With a preface by Gaston Lepuc. Hanoi 
Presses universitaires du Viét-Nam, 1951. Pp 

261. 

AFRICA 

L’ Algérie et son passé. By ANDRE BERTHIER. With a 
preface by JérOmeE CArRcoprno. Paris: Picard, 
1953. Pp. 210. Fr. 1,200. 

La céte du Cameroun dans V histoire et la cartographie 
des origines a l’annexion allemande, 1884. By LE 
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PERE JoserH Boucwarp. Douala: Institut fran- 
cais d'Afrique noir, 1952. Pp. 219. 

Abd-el-Krim et les événements du Rif, 1924-1926. By 
Lf£ON GABRIELLI. With a preface by MARECHAL 
Jurn and notes by RoGer CornpReav. Paris: 

Plon, 1953. Pp. 256. Fr. 690. 

South Africa. By JAN H. Hormeyr. 2d ed., revised 
by J. P. Cope. (‘Nations of the modern world’”’ 
series.) New York: McGraw-Hill, 1953. Pp. 248. 
$3.75. 

The original work by Hofmeyr was a history of the 
area to 1930. The present work brings the chronicle 
up to date, giving an account of the role of Hofmeyr 

himself from 1930 to 1948. 

La pacification du Maroc: derniére étape, 1931-1934. 

By Génfrat Hureé. With a preface by MARE- 

CHAL Jury. Paris: Berger-Levrault, 1953. N.p. 

Fr. 750. 

Histoire de l'Afrique du Nord: Tunisie, Algérie, 
Maroc. Vol. 11, De la conquéte arabe a 1830. By 

CHARLES ANDRE JULIEN and RoGeR Le Tovur- 
NEAU. 2d rev. ed. Paris: Payot, 1952. Pp. 367. 
Fr. 1,200. 

Resetia histérica de la presencia de Espatia en el golfo 

de Guinea. By Jost A. MoreNoO Moreno. 
Madrid: CSIC, Instituto de Estudios Africanos, 

1952. Pp. 101. Pes. 38. 

Afrika: Europas Gemeinschaftsaufgabe Nr. eins. By 
ANTON ZiscHKA. Graz and Vienna: Stocker, 1951. 

Pp. 354. 79 schillings 

BRITISH EMPIRE 

Parliamentary government in the Commonwealih. A 
symposium edited by SypNey D. BaiLey. With 
an introduction by ALEXANDER Brapy and a 
foreword by STEPHEN KiNG-HALL. New York: 

Philosophical Library, 1952. Pp. 211. $4.50. 

The concept of empire: Burke to Altlee, 1774-1947. 

Edited by GeorGE BENNETT. (‘‘British politica! 
tradition” series, ed. ALAN BULLOCK and F. W. 
Deakin, Vol. VI.) London: Black, 1953. Pp. 434. 
18s. 

George Bass, 1771-1803: his discoveries, romantic life, 

and tragic disappearance. By KriITH MACRAE 

BowvEN. Melbourne and London: Oxford Uni- 

versity Press, 1952. Pp. 164. 21s. 

John A. Macdonald: the young politician. By DONALD 

G. CreiGHTon. London: Macmillan, 1953. Pp. 
526. 30s. 

The crisis of Britain and the British Empire. By 
RajANt Patwe Durr. London: Lawrence & 

Wishart, 1953. Pp. 512. 25s. 
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Gordon: the story of a hero. By LAWRENCE HANSON 
and EvizABetH MAry Hanson. London: Davies, 

1953. Pp. 256. 15s. 

The making of the modern Sudan: the life and letters of 
Sir Douglas Newbold of the Sudan Political Service . 
By K. D. D. HENDERSON. With an introduction 

by MARGERY PeruHAM. (‘‘Colonial and compara- 
tive studies” series, ed. MARGERY PERHAM.) 
London: Faber, 1953. Pp. 601. 30s. 

Zanzibar under the foreign office, 1890-1913. By 

LAWRENCE W. HoiirmcswortH. London: Mac 

millan, 1953. Pp. 232. 12s. 6d. 

Constitutional laws of the Commonwealth. By Sir 

Ivor W. JENNINGS and CHARLOTTE M. YOUNG. 
2d ed. enl. and amend. New York: Oxford Uni- 
versity Press, 1953. Pp. 544. $7.00. 

James Stephen and the British colonial system, 1813 

1847. By PauL KNAPLUND. Madison: University 
of Wisconsin Press, 1953. Pp. 324. $5.50. 

Britain in the western Mediterranean. By W. F. 

Monk. (‘‘Hutchinson’s university library, British 
Empire history” series, ed. SiR REGINALD Covp- 

LAND.) New York: Longmans, Green, 1953. Pp. 
190. $2.40. 

THE AMERICAS IN WORLD AFFAIRS 

Foreign policies of the United States. By Houuts W. 

BARBER. New York: Dryden, 1953. Pp. 622. 
$5.25. 

The United States and India and Pakistan. By 
W. Norman Brown. (‘“The American foreign 

policy library,” ed. Donatp C. Mckay.) Cam- 

bridge: Harvard University Press, 1953. Pp. 294. 

$4.50. 

The origins of Soviet-American diplomacy. By Ros- 
ERT P. BrRowpeER. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 

University Press, 1953. Pp. 356. $6.00. 

Howarp F. 
’ 

The United States and Mexico. By 
Cure. (‘‘The American foreign policy library,’ 

ed. SUMNER WELLES and DonaAtp C. Mckay.) 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1953. Pp. 
439. $6.00. 

The length and prolixity of this survey of Mexico 
for the ‘‘American foreign policy library” series seem 
ill adapted to the constructive purpose of creating a 

broadly informed public opinion. There is a great 

mass of detail about Mexico, but the organization is 

complex and the style repetitious. The ejido pro- 
gram, for example, is frequently alluded to but at 
no point clearly explained; nor is an adequate, com- 
plete picture of it given by piecing all the references 

together. The author is often—and justifiably—crit 

ical of past American policy, but the merciless casti- 

gation of Woodrow Wilson stands out. One of the 

best features is the discussion of the overpublicized 
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oil question. But the utility of the book, like that of 
hydrocarbons, would be enhanced by further refining 

of the crude product. 

Documents on American foreign relations. Vol. XIII, 
1951. Edited by RayMonp DeNNETT and Ros- 

ERT K. TuRNER. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Uni- 

versity Press, 1952. $6.00. 

An American in Europe: the life of Benjamin Thomp- 
son, Count Rumford. By EGON LARSEN. London: 
Rider, 1953. Pp. 224. 15s. 

Bluejackets with Perry in Japan: a day by day ac- 

count. By Joun R. C. Lewis and WrLiiAm B. 
ALLEN. Edited by Henry F. Grarr. New York: 

New York Public Library, 1952. Pp. 181. $3.00. 

Die Besiehungen des amerikanischen Imperialismus 

sum deutschen Imperialismus in der Zeit der 
Weimarer Republik, 1918-1925. By KARL OBER- 
MANN. Berlin: Riitten & Loening, 1952. Pp. 167. 
M. 6.30. 

Britain and the United States: problems in cooperation . 
A joint report prepared by Henry L. RoBerts, 
rapporteur, study group, Council on Foreign Re- 

lations, New York, and PAut A. WILSON, rap- 
porteur, study group, Royal Institute of Inter- 
national Affairs, London. New York: Harper, 
for the Council on Foreign Relations, 1953. Pp. 
270. $3.50. 

A model revelation of what can be accomplished 
in the way of factual] illumination and mutual under- 

standing by joint action. If the methods and the suc- 

cess of this group of private experts can be dupli- 
cated at official and lay levels, the future for rela- 

tions between the United States and Britain is truly 

bright. This book does much to show the extent to 

which the planning of economic activity on an inter- 

national scale is being done and what might be ac- 

complished, while there is still a public tendency to 
look on the rational development of economic re- 
sources as somehow illegitimate. In view of the 
really high level of achievement in this field by 

British and American economic experts, it seems 
more the pity that there is not a place in it for Soviet 
experts. There should be much to gain from a com- 

paring of notes on the long-range aspects of economic 
allocation which is not being used to mutual ad- 

vantage now—not being used by Britain and the 

United States because the full details of Russian ex- 
perience are not accessible and not being used by the 
Soviet Union because of a childish stubbornness 

about believing that anybody else’s economic ex 
perience should have any bearing on one’s own 

planning. 

United Stales Army in World War IT: China-Burma 

India theatre: Stillwell’s mission to China. By 
CHARLES F, ROMANUS and RILEY SUNDERLAND. 

Washington: Office of the Chief of Military His- 
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tory, Department of the Army, 1953. Pp. 399. 

$5.00. 

The United States Army in World War IT. The war 
in the Pacific. The approach to the Philippines. 
By RosBert Ross Smita. Washington, D.C.: 

Office of the Chiet of Military History, Depart- 

ment of the Army, 1953. Pp. 602. $5.50 

La France et les Etats-Unis: échanges et rencontres, 

1524-1800. By Lfonie ViLLarp. Paris: IAC, 
1953. Pp. 452. Fr. 990. 

American-Russian relations, 1781-1947. By Wit 
LIAM APPLEMAN WILLIAMS. New York: Rinehart, 

1953. Pp. 367. $3.75. 

HISTORIANS AND HISTORIOGRAPHY 

La synthése en histoire: son rapport avec la synthése 

générale. By Henri Brrr. (‘Evolution de l’hu 

manité” series.) Rev. ed. Paris: Albin Michel, 

1953. Pp. 324. Fr. 990. 

Reden und Aufseichnungen. By CARL JACOB Burck- 
HARDT. Zurich: Manesse, 1952. Pp. 324. Sw. fr. 
16.50. 

Briefe. Vol. Il, Studienaufenthalt in Paris: erste 
Dosentenjahre und Redaktionstitigkeit in Basel, 

Juni 1843—Marz 1846. By JacoB BurRCKHARDT 

Edited by MAx BurckuArpT. Basel: Schwabe, 

1952. Pp. 328. Sw. fr. 18. 

Journal de mon voyage dans quelques endroits de la 
Suisse, 1755. By Epwarp Gipson. Published 

from the original manuscript edited by G. R. 
DE BEER and G. A. BONNARD. Luzanne: Rouge, 

1952. Pp. 141. 

Gottlieh Emanuel von Haller: ein berner Hisloriker 
und Staatsmann im Zeilalter der Aufkldirung, 
1735-1786. By Hans HArBerui. Bern: Stadt- 
und Hochschulbibliothek, 1952. N.p. Sw. fr. 
10.60. 

Das Hauptstadtproblem in der Geschichie: Festgabe 
sum 90. Geburtstag Friedrich Meineckes, 

vom Friedrich-Meinecke-Institut an der Freien 

Universitét Berlin. (‘‘Jahrbuch fiir Geschichte 

des deutschen Ostens” series, Vol. I.) Tiibingen 

Niemeyer, 1952. Pp. 308. M. 16. 

cewidmel 

The origin and goal of history. By Kart JASPERS 
Translated by MicwarL, Buttock. London 

Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1953. Pp. 294. 21s. 

Goitlieh Walter (1738-1805) und 

Rechtsschule. By Hans Ktune, 
1952. Pp. 323. Sw. fr. 12:50 

die historische 

Bern: Stampfli, 

Cicli storici e cicli economici. By G. PALOMBA. 

Naples: Giannini, 1952. Pp. 384. 

Ferrero exilé. By SerGr Raptne. Geneva: P. Cailler, 

1952. Pp. 213. Sw. fr. 6. 
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In de Hof der Historie: kleine Encyclopaedie der 
theoretische Geschiedenis. \In the garden of his- 

tory: small encyclopedia of theoretical history. ] 
By JAN Romer. Amsterdam: Querido, 1951. 

Pp. 130. Fl. 6.50. 

An interesting continuation of the discussion on 

“theoretical” history. The bibliographical notes are 
extensive. 

Tussen vrees en vrijheid: vijftien historische ver- 
handelingen. |Between fear and freedom: fifteen 

historical essays.] By JAN Romern. Amsterdam: 
Querido, 1950. Pp. 398. FI. 8.90. 

The author, who is professor of history at the 
University of Amsterdam, possesses a style and an 

erudition which make for fascinating reading. 

The first chapter (pp. 17-43) is of particular in- 
terest to the historian. The author proposes a new 
division and a new nomenclature for historical sci- 
ence and suggests new fields of teaching. He divides 

the science of history into ‘‘theoretical history” and 
“practical” or ‘‘ordinary” history. 

Theoretical history would include (1) purely the- 
oretical and methodological problems, (2) problems 
of historical structure and rhythm, (3) problems of 
periodization and of historical definitions, (4) prob- 
lems not belonging to ‘‘practical” history, and (5) 
the study of historiography (p. 29). The distinction 

between ‘‘practical” history and ‘‘theoretical’’ his- 
tory consists in the fact that the first is bound to a 
direct succession in ti: | to a geographical co- 

herent place, whereas U ond is not so bound 

(pp. 27-28 and 35). The ‘ ‘heoretical” historian finds 
in the work of the ‘‘practical” historians of the last 
twenty-five centuries ‘‘an inexhaustible arsenal for 

his studies” (p. 38). 
To many, these proposals might appear nothing 

more than a battle of semantics, but no historian will 

deny that historiography and philosophy of history 
are rather neglected fields in most academic pro- 

grams. 
Chapter viii (pp. 212-41) is devoted to J. Huizin- 

ga, the Dutch cultural historian. The author re- 
proaches Huizinga for having expressed ‘‘bourgeois 

criticism” (p. 224) instead of ‘‘socialistic criticism” 
of his contemporary society. 

In chapter x (pp. 257-74) the author makes some 
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pertinent and objective observations on the Dutch 
resistance during the German occupation. One 

might question, however, his contention that the 

leftist elements in the underground were the most 

important (p. 268). Apparently he confuses class 
with political creed. . 

In a chapter on democracy (pp. 297-318) the au- 
thor believes that only total and socialistic democ- 
racy can save Western civilization (p. 313). He sees 
liberty and equality as two component parts of de- 
mocracy. The greater the liberty, the lesser equality 
and vice versa. Accordingly, ‘‘the Soviet Union has 
realized equality, but only relatively so, and still has 
to achieve liberty” (p. 315), whereas the West still 
must achieve equality while ‘‘retaining the greatest 
possible liberty.” This is well phrased, but it is ques- 
tionable whether equality can be achieved when jus- 
tice is absent. When the author says that the ruling 
intelligentsia of a democracy, ‘‘in order to prepare 

... our civilization for the masses” (p. 316), must 

be willing to ‘‘exclude”’ its enemies from the rights of 

democracy, Picasso’s dove has finally come home to 
roost in the ivory watch tower of the intellectual 
‘“‘who can see... from above’? how the masses be- 
low are being civilized in the Communo neo-Nazi 

concentration camps. 
HENRY FOLMER 

Joseph Gorres und die abendlindische Kultur. By 
RoBERT SaAitcHikK. Olten and Freiburg i. Br.: 

O. Walter, 1953. Pp. 221. Sw. fr. 10.50. 

Ausdrucksformen deutscher Geschichte: eine Mor pho- 
logie der Freiheit. By JoAcHiM SEYPPEL. Schleh- 
dorf, Obb.: Bronnen, 1952. Pp. 127. 

Christianity and the problem of history. By ROGER 
LINCOLN Sutnn. New York: Scribner’s, 1953. Pp. 
316. $4.50. 

Peter Ochs als Historiker. By ANDREAS STAEHELIN. 
(‘Basler Beitrige zur Geschichtswissenschaft,’’ 

Vol. XLITI.) Basel: Helbing & Lichtenhahn, 

1952. Pp. 275. Sw. fr. 12. 

The attack and other papers. By R. H. TAwNEY. New 
York: Harcourt, Brace, 1953. Pp. 192. $4.50. 

Essays ranging from personal adventure and 

philosophy to the art and politics of China. 



MAIN CURRENTS OF 
WESTERN THOUGHT 

edited by Franklin Le Van Baumer, Yale University 
Readings in Western European Intellectual History from the 

Middle Ages to the Present 

It is an admirable text for use in a course on intellectual history and an excellent supplementary 

text for general courses in European history. I like the wide range of the selections, the useful 

essays by the author and the biographical notes. In my opinion, MAIN CURRENTS OF WEST- 

ERN THOUGHT is a unique work which deserves widespread use. 

6§ X 9} inches, cloth, 752 pages, $5.50 text —Sidney Harcave, Champlain College 

TWENTIETH CENTURY EUROPE 
A HISTORY 

by C. E. Black, Princeton University 

and E. C. Helmreich, Bowdoin College 

An objective and thorough examination of the forces that have made 
the twentieth century what it is 

From one end to the other it is a splendid job, and I have nothing but praise for the economic 

interpretations, the emphasis on new and important parts of the world, the photographs, the 

appendices, and the bibliography. I am using it for my Twentieth Century course with the 

greatest delight. Sherman Kent, Yale University 

My classes and I have found this textbook admirable in all respects. It is full of factual informa 

tion, graphs, photographs, and charts—and yet it is not pedantic. It is an excellent piece of re 

search and writing. Charles F. Delzell, Vanderbilt University 

6% X 94 inches, cloth, 34 charts and maps, 32 illus., $6.00 text 

JAPAN PAST AND PRESENT 
by Edwin O. Reischauer, Harvard University 

A lucid and authoritative short history of Japan, now revised and enlarged 

I was pleased with the original edition; I am delighted with the revised and enlarged edition. The 

book is the most intelligent and thoughtful brief survey of Japanese history yet written by a 

Western scholar. Hyman Kublin, Brooklyn College 

I have been using Reischauer’s JAPAN PAST AND PRESENT for about five years in my course. 

The new edition ... makes it even more useful and is the best book on Japanese history for a 

beginning student or reader. Chitoshi Yanaga, Yale University 

5 X 7} inches, cloth, $2.85 text 

Examination copies on request 

ALFRED A. KNOPF, Publisher 

501 Madison Avenue New York 22 
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ENGLAND 
By Wiiu1aM Rapu Ince. Nations of the Modern World Series. Third edition. In press 

From the pen of the celebrated Dean of St. Paul’s flow wisdom and wit in this third edition of England, pub- 

lished in America for the first time. Written in 1926, revised in 1933, this new edition is brought up to date 

with extensive prefatory material which shows that time has dulled neither his brain nor his wit. The main 

body of the book elaborates on such themes as Industrialism, Democracy, the Land, and the Empire. Here 

is an essay on England, provocative and readable from beginning to end. 

BRITAIN, HER PEOPLES AND THE COMMONWEALTH 
By Rosert B. Eckies, Purdue University, and Rrcuarp W. Haus, Jr., Curator of the Canadian Col- 

lection for the Harvard University Libraries. McGraw-Hill Series in History. Ready in November 

Specifically planned for American students of British history, here is a relatively brief, yet very thorough 
text presenting one of the best overall reviews ever written of the way the empire, commonwealth, and so- 

cialist governments have come into being. Covering social, economic, political, constitutional, and imperial- 

commonwealth history, major emphasis is placed upon the modern period. 

A HISTORY OF ENGLAND. From the Coming of the Eng- 
lish to 1938 
By Kerrn Fetuina. 1229 pages (textbook edition), $7.00 

Universally praised in its English edition, this comprehensive history describes in detail the growth and de- 

velopment of the British Empire and provides a conception of its history as the record of an entire culture, 

its origins, its contacts, its advances and recoils. 

SOUTH AFRICA 
By Joun H. Hormyer; edited and revised by J. P. Copr. Nations of the Modern World Series. 253 pages, 

$3.75 

An illuminating and unbiased account of the growth of South Africa, this book covers historical forces, the 

Afrikaner race, expansion, dissidence into fragments, the struggle for political and national unity, and the 

clash of color. It then goes on to predictions of the likely political and economic future of the country. 

Send for copies on approval 

McGRAW-HILL BOOK COMPANY 

330 West 42nd Street ° New York 36, N. Y. 
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MODERN AND CONTEMPORARY LATIN AMERICA 

Bernstein + 1952 + 736 pp. + $6.00 

“. .. Supplies what has long been needed—a good textbook on Latin 

America in the twentieth century.” 

RUSSIA: A HISTORY 

Harcave + 1952 * 720 pp. + $6.00 

“In my opinion the best textbook in general Russian history now 
, 

available.’ 

THIS AGE OF GLOBAL STRIFE 

Harrison + 1952 + 516 pp. + $5.50 

“... Written in a clear and interesting manner. It is with reluctance 

that one lays it down.” 

READINGS IN WESTERN CIVILIZATION 

Knoles-Snyder + 1951 + 896 pp. + $6.00 

“...A miniature library, with the choicest books placed on 

reserve’ for students of Western history.” 

AN INTRODUCTION TO SOCIAL SCIENCE 

Naftalin, Nelson, Sibley, Calhoun, and Papendreon + 1053 

1180 pp. + $6.50 

« ‘...A very real contribution to those of us teaching general courses 

in Social Science.” 

“...A fine selection of pertinent readings, well arranged and intro 

duced by stimulating observations on their significance.” 

J. B. LIPPINCOTT COMPANY 

333 West Lake Street, Chicago 6, III. 

East Washington Square, Philadelphia 5, Pa. 



FRENCH THE JOURNAL OF 

CORPORATIVE MODERN HISTORY 
THEORY 
1789-1948 

Back Volumes Available 

MATTHEW H. ELBOW places twentieth. | VOLUMES 1-8 complete 
century French trends toward a corporative Vo.LuME 9, Nos. 2-4 
state, especially in the Vichy economic and VoLuMEs 10-11 complete 

social system, in the perspective of French 

historical thought. He emphasizes the early VotuME 12, Nos. 1-2 
guild plans that united labor and employers VoLuMEs 13-24 complete 

to maintain social peace and examines La 

Tour du Pin, Social Catholic corporatism, * 

syndicalism, solidarism, pluralism, and royal- ne : ; 

ism. The interval between the two World Inquiries concerning price 

Wars, Pétain’s regime, and de Gaulle’s recent and terms are invited 

statements come into clear focus. $3.75 

THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO PRESS 

5750 Ellis Avenue, Chicago 37, Illinois 
Columbia University Press - N.Y. 27 
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What happens when an absolute ruler dies? 

nomic and intellectual aspects of the ‘Feudal Reaction” 
The first effort to correlate the institutional, social, eco- 

in France after 1715. 

HE contest for power between the new moneyed no- 

bility and the old landed aristocracy after the death 

ROBE of Louis XIV. Mr. Ford analyzes the peculiar assets 

y which enabled the former to obstruct the monarchy 

. AND and take over both tactical and intellectual leadership 

SWO RED of the privileged interests. Combining a selection from 

previous narrative and regional studies with documen- 

tary evidence from Paris and major provincial centers, 

this brilliant work describes France as a whole at a 

point in history when the political power of these privi- 

leged social groups was approaching its final apogee. 

Harvard Historical Studies, 64. $6.00 

HARVARD UNIVERSITY PRESS. 44 Francis Ave. + Cambridge 38, Mass. 

The Regrouping of 

the French Aristoc- 

racy after Louis XIV 

By FRANKLIN L. FORD 

a 



ATV unt i RSITY PRESS 

; ‘by GORDON. CRAIG and FELIX GILBERT. This 
. diplomatic history of the 20 interwar years is the first book 
Taek De wagmtadieg bo te capil 00s derhering weld 

a A Iain, Neurath, Ribbentrop, Benes, Kemal, Mussolini, Gandhi, 

s in the capitals of a darkening world. 
d contributors cover 30 of the most important 

of the time, including Curzon, Austen Chamber- 

Ke Hughes, Litvinov, Ciano, Matsuoka, Bul- 
and Kennedy e best-informed, most authoritative and 

Siell gentacotuis’ (oakeunes ok donkoola history presently 
. evaileble for the period indicetrd.”—Williom L. Langer, 
New York Times Book Review. 

720 pages, illustrated, $9.00 

By WALTER L. yooprit. This study attempts to con- 
tribute to an understanding of the place of music in English 
society ‘in the Elizabethan age and to show the conditions 

under which professional musicians worked. It considers such 
_ aspects of the subject as the waits of London, provincial mu- 

siciens, music in the eres en Chapel Royal, 
and the King’s Musick 

ek baa Illustrated, $7.50 
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By LACEY BALDWIN SMITH. The split between the bishops 
under Henry VIII is investigated with particular regard for 
the point of view of the conservative bishops, who have largely 
been dismissed as reactionaries. The book is a skillful recre- 
ation of the tensions within Tudor England as they appeared 
ile Seopien Gonitinns and bis Sellowavs, Princeton Studies in 

History, No. 8 8; 

- Order from your bookstore, PRINCETON UNIVERSITY PRESS 



© Whither Russia after Stalin? 

© Is there no alternative to atomic war with Russia 

which will slaughter millions ...and settle nothing? 

@ Malenkov says: “There is not one disputed 
or undecided question that cannot be 

SOVIET 
by CORLISS LAMONT 

author, lecturer and 
+ Ones 

Lamont spent 
and 
uding two trips 

en 
teacher of phi 
University, 

Sou arid 

Among the Vital Chapters 
in This Timely Book— 

* The Soviet Constitution 
* Soviet Ethnic Democracy 
* Soviet Russia and Religion 
* Contrasts between Soviet So- 
cialism and Fascism 

* Soviet Foreign Policy 
* Co-Existence or Co-Destruc- 
tion? 

SHOWS OTHER SIDE 
“An extreme contrast to the picture 
of Soviet Russia drawn by members 
of our own government and our 

“If this book were read by ten mil- 
lion Americans ft could have a pro- 
found infilvence on the shape of 
human destiny.” 

—Prof, Henry Pratt Fairchild 
® 

against the U.S.S.R.’ which contains 
ihe ay 0 evidence of the 

public and American attitude—both 
private—against the Soviet Union.” 

Gener on, N.C., Herald 

INTELLECTUAL INTEGRITY 
“His reputation for intellectual in- 
tegrity ought to be enough to earn 
him a hearing.” 

decided by peaceful means.” 

©@ Should we believe this... 

or must we suspect a Soviet trick? 

CIVILIZATION 
With an Introduction by : 

Prof. Henry Pratt Fairchild, N.Y. University 

ys major new work is a searching 
study of Soviet Russia and its all-im- 

-sehvae relations with our country. It 
to explain the Soviet’s puzzling ac- 

aba in the U.N., Europe, the Far East 
and Inside Russia ‘itself. 

In 452 fact-packed highly readable 
Dr. Lamont draws a comprehen- 

sive, undistorted picture. He presents a 
soberly objective evaluation of Soviet 
affairs, foreign and domestic. 

He shows not only the desirability 
(which almost everybody admits) but 
also the feasibility of lasting peace, far- 
reaching disarmament, and normal trade 
based on mutual self-interest. 

“patriots” who prefer to Phe, pone 2, 
condemn the Soviet Union won’t 

like this book. Neither will leftists who 
view Russia as a Utopia of supermen. But 
Corliss Lamont’s sound and practical pro- 
gram will be welcomed by millions of 
thoughtful Americans as a monumental 
contribution to the cause of peace. 

452 pages... $5.00 

PHILOSOPHICAL LIBRARY 
Publishers 

15 EAST 40th STREET + Desk 294 + NEW YORK 16, N.Y. 


